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ABSTRACT ,

.A revieNrof the literature on the validity and
,reliability of survey data is-presented prior to an analysis of the
reliability of selected question's in the Second Followup
Questionnaire of the National Longitudinal Study of the High. School
Clais of 1972 (NLS) . The reliability study includes an evaluation of
hest- retest reliability as a function of data'collection procedures
'(whether ail-in or personal interview), 4emicharacteristios
(response format, its* content, .and item-liogth); respondent
characteristics (sex, ethnicity, secipecOntliic status, 'and 'academic
ability), and the interaction of thee* div:ese fastors.-it issue is
not only the 'quality of NLS questionnaire atm., Mt the consideration
ef-gdidelines for analyzing survey data-and-improving the quality of
thatAlag. ,In lieu of an empirical analYsip of validity that might
hame oached-on tte pr fivicy o respondeAts, the validity check 'was

,bAied on a literature review, focusing on' NLS types ofitess. The
J'iralidity study also focused on data collection procedures, item
,ch4xacteristics, respondent characteristici, Ind their interactions.
Anoverview of the purpose, of the NLS and the methodologies employed
are also'iacluded. The STori Form .of the Second FollowLup
Questionnaire is appended. (Author/EVH)
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Foreword
4*

The National Longitudinal Study of the High Sch(ool Class of
1972 is a'large-scale, long-term survey effort supporad primarily by
the National Center for Education Statistici (NCES), Office of the
Assistant Secretary for Echration in the Departme t of Health,
Education, and Welfare (pa w): The primary purpo of this effort
is to provide statistics on a nationaLsample of studen as they move
out of the American high schocil system into the critical yeats of .

- early adulthood. The base-year survey'data, collected by the Educa-
tional Testing Service, have been' integrated with the first and second\ followLup survey data by the Reseitra Triangle Institute (RTI). RTI
has processed the data an is presenting major findings in a series of

..' reports, each with a central theme. This report is one of the series.

ion 'about the reliability of selecteda' and contains empirical inf.
NLS Second Follow -Up Questio items and scales, apd discusses ,

AK* reliability and validity of NLS ty questio aires and survey re- ,
search in general. This report evalua reliability and validity as a
function of question chafacteristics, respond - t characteristics, and

.data collection procedures. .

\

Many people and organizations have contri
the base-year and follow-up surveys, and their
appreciated. We are' especially grateful to the
mous sample members who have participated
whose cooperation this continuing study
possible.
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.1. INTRODUCTION
a

This report has two major purposes: a
...,_ review of the literature qn thee validity and

. Aliability of survey data; /Ind an analysis of
the reliability of selected questions in the
Second Follow-Up questionnaire of the Na-
tional Longitudinal Survey of the High School
Class of 1972 (NLS). The key apart of the
reliability study' 'is an empirical analysis, of
selected NLS items. on a sample of NLS
respondents. The reliability study includes an
evaluation of.test-retest reliability as a func-
'tlon of rata collection procedures (mail-in or
personal interview), item characteristics
(response format, item content, and iteni
le gthi, respondent characteristics (sex,

nicity, SES, and ability) and the inter-
- action of 'these diverse factors. The gener
purpose of the reliability study is to provide
information on the quality of NLS question-
naire data; however, a more general discussion
of the findings will include giiidalines.for ana-
lyzing survey data and for improving the
quality of data in survey studies.

.While an empirical analysis of validity
would have been desirable, suA a study was
not undertaken because of concerns: about
federal policies and pending legislation con-
cerning informed consent and the invasion of

privacy. Some concern also existed about the
possibility of respondent attrition in reaction,
to a validity check. In lieu, of an empirical
analysis of validity, 11TI and NCES jointly
agreed to anlinvestigation of validity based on

, a literature review focusthg on NLS types of
( items. This investigation, like the reliability

study, considers data collection procedures,
item chariteristics, respondent characteris-

., tics and their interaOIlbni. k

This 'report is divided into . four major
sections. The first section, "A Capsule View

- of the National Longitudinal Stuck of the
High School Class of 1972," briefly sum-
marizes the purpose of 'NLS, the sample
design, and characteristics of the basic longi-
tudinal questionnaires. The seeond major
section provides a comprehgattive review of
validity and reliability for NLS type questions
and respondents. The third'section presents a
detailed study of the tenability of a sample of
Second Follow-Up .questionnaire items on a
satnple of NLS respiiiittents. The final section
integrates' the conclusions of the review, and
reliability study results and discusses the
implications of these results for survey
research.
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A CAPSULE VIEW OF THE NATIO
. OF THE HIGH SCHOOL

The NatiOnal Longitudinal Study of the
High School Class' of 19721 (-NL$) may be.
briefly characterized as a ..w
tudinal ''questionnaire' sury
heterogeneous sample. N
primarily by theT United Sta
Health, Education, and We
istered by the National Ce

e-ranging longi-
y On a highly.
S is sponsored
s Department of

are and is admin-
ter for Education

Statistics (NCES). Briefly ,thr overall purpose
of the NLS survey !is to 'determine, what
happens to young adults after they leave'high
schoolas measured by their experiences,-
plans, asph:ations, and attitudes at various
points in tithe. ThisOnfonnation is deemed

ntial for the review and reformulation of
eral policies and programs' desived to

enhance educational opportun'ty and achieve-
ment and to upgrade,occup ional attainment
and caree\outcomes.

The major vehicle for obtaining data has
been mail-administered questionnaires but-
tressed and 'augmented by telephone or
personal interviews as required. But othet.
inforination has also been collected. The
struments thus far include: high school

'records- id high school descriptive informa-
tion for e ry student %and high schOol com-
prising the : ple. Also, a counselor question-
naire was adm' istered to at last one coun-
selor from eve participating high school.
Most students in t e original base-year sample
were administered test battery covering a
range of . verbal and onverbal ability meas-
ures; this battery w devised and admin-
istered by the Educati. al Testing Service'
Each student has been 'administered four
questionnaires so far: a Base-Year queition-
naire administered luring the spring of 1972,
the First Follow -Up questionnaire mailed in
October of 1973, a Second Follow-Up ques-
tiormairp mailed in October of 1974, and a
Third Follow -Up questionnaire mailed in
Cictober 1976. A Fourth Follow.-Up is tenta-
tively planned. for October 1979. Iri addition,
a replication study of the high school class of
1980 is on the drawing boards.

Most questions (new` ones have been
added, from time- to time) have been field-
tested and different formats for questions and
questionnaires have been evaluated on a
900-membiar sample of students from the high

NAL LONGITUDINAL-STUDY
CLASS OF 1972,

school class of 1971. In this way; problems
with foiatting, wording, and item redun-
dancy have been worked out on an independ-
ent sample of -persons before arriving at the
final instrument..

A. Sample Design

The sample design is a deeply- stratified
two-stage probability sample with schools as
first-stage sampling units and students within
schools as second-stage units. The population .

sampleditonsisted of all 1972 twelfth graders
enrolled in Public, private, and chtdah affili-
ated schools in the fifty states and District of
Columbia. A variety of strata were used for
school selection:

1. Type of control,
2. Geographic region,

3. School size, *

4. Percent minority enrollment,
5. Income level of community,

6_ Degree of urbanization: and
7. Proximity to institutions of higher

learning.

In order to increase the numbers of dis-
advantaged students in the sample, schools
located in low income areas and schcials with
high proportio, f _minority group eniolf-
ments were saintled at approximately twiceeN'
the sample rate used for the remaining
schools. A variety of other considerations
were also empldyed, and are outlined in detail
elsewhere (WESTAT, 1972).

The sample eventually involved about
1,300 primary and back-up schools and over
23,000 students. Tis breaks down for. Base-
Year questionnairedeinto: 1,070 participating
sehools with 194 44 respondents, and )a.
resurvey durin the fall 4,1972 provided data
from about 4, w4 students from 257 heals
declining to p itipate in spring 1972. The
resurvey was undertaken,. to complete the
basic sample but some critical data are lacking
on these respondents: viz, ability, locus of
control, self-esteem; that is, all data which area
"soft"i.e., psychofogical in naturewere not
obtained. : ,

2
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Follow-Up questionnaires, a total Off 21,350
respondents either returned the questionnaire
or were personally interviewed (by the Burea3.1-- -

of the Census), yielding the iligh'return-jate
of 94.2 percent. The Second Follow-Up
survey produced an even better returnti
20,876 students or 94.6 percent of the mail- ,

-. out at that time. Over 94 Rercent of the Base-
".-Year survey respondents he been retained in

the study through two fellow-ups.

Et, Questionnaire Charaiteristici

Four kinds of instruments have been used
in the NLS survey: school and counpellfr

"questti onnaires detailing nigh school- and
counseling. characteristics; a school record
information form filled pi by the high school_

for eac student in yhe sample; an ability
battery a nistered fo the students surveyed
during their senioD year in high school; and
self-report student questionnaires which
provide the longitudinal dater Snce this
report focttses pnly on the longitudinal ques-
tionnaires, further discussion ff the other
instruments will not 'be undertaken. The basic'
longitudinal questionnaires (administered in
the spring of .1972, fall of 1973, fall'of 1974,
and the fall of 1976) are self-reliort instru-
ments including 'complex skip patterns and a
variety of formats (simple fill-ins, binary
choie ratings of subjective importance,
mCLitipI8 endorsement among fixed options,

/

-P -

G

0 tlie 22,654 students Mailed First single endorsement among fied oiptions, etd).,
In addition to a variety of item character-
tics, i the method bf\data icollectibn also

varist. Three basic data collection methodg
have been used: self-administration of the
questionnaire 4(hindled entirely through the
mail); self-administration followed up by tele-
phone interviews to collect attic Y missing
data; and_ personal interviews the U.S.
Cenius.Bureau (First'Follow-Up) and by RTI-
field staff (Second and Third Follow-Ups) for
respondents wills failed to mail in their- ques- '
tionnaires by a, specified date. This overall
data collection strategy has produced a.
remarkably high return 'rte, but clearly the
quality of data could vay as a function of
mode of data collection. 1

_
It

A large variety of topis are covered in the
NLS questionnaires. Major sections of the
questionnailes are devoted to background
ipilonnation, psychological and social factors,
education, work, military, and homemaking.
Each or the sections on educati", work,
military, and homemaking includes questions
on actrvities, plans, and attitudes and
opinions. The psychological and sbciological
topics include consumet and .political atti-

, tudes and activities, career and life goals, and
° attitudes about the self. In correspondence

with the range of topids and restrictions on
questionnaire length, many of the constructs
cannot be pursued. in depth, thus the instru-
ments may be typified as broad band and low
fidelity (Cronb1,1976).

3
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Intrrduction
As indicated in the capsule view of the

NLS' survey, the basic longitudinal _question-
naires cover a broad domain of question
formats_ and content. Question types.
include: factual and subjective 'information,
open-ended and restricted choice formats; and
rating scales. The time orientation of the
questions/ varies from retrospective through
prospective. Question content includes work,
educational, military, and 'homemaking
activities, opinions and plans; family and
financial status; and a variety of opinion and
attitude questions covering consumer d
politi&al arenas, life and career goals, and el-
ings about the self. Thus-, while the NLS es-
tionnaires provide a 'rich, variety of inf
tion, the scope of the material covered con-
junction with the variety of data coll ctioks
procedures and heterogeneity of respondenls,,
Plus the novelty or relative novelty o many
questions, prohibits an in-depth literature

'review of validity and reliability. This review
of survey question validity and reliability will
focus on ICS type data collection proce-
dures, questionse;and respondents. However,'
since it is unlikely that other studies would
even approach similarity on all three dimen-
sions, the literature- included in this review
will. be selected for maximum similarity and
information/on any one or two of these three
dimensions'. The review will focus primarily
on validity and secondarily on reliability as
they relate to -three major sources of
variation:

A TIEVIEW OFAURVEY DATAVALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

1. Variation associated with content and
item characteristics;

2.. Variation associated with the mode of
data collection (mailjn questionnaires
versus interview obtained data); and,

3. Variaticin associated with respondent
characteristics.

In addition to the problems of obtaining
items and respondents maximally'similar to
NLS items and respondents, otliet proble
should; be noted. One major problem
reviewing the literature is the variety Of proce-
dures used to obtain information on validity
and reliability and the variety of indices used
to summarize the results. While this was not

#

unanticipated because of the variety of
research disciplines -sukveYed it does pose
problems for equating findin i from various

. studies. For example, one searcher Might
conclude on the basis of per ent, agreement.
that /a particular item is highly valid, while
another researcher using a contingency or
correlation coefficient might conclude that
the same item was' relatively tivalid. Short of
soliciting' the, original data and recomputing
the statistics, there is no way by which such
discrepancies could be resolved. We have,/
however, chosen to emphasize hose studies
which clearly specify the data collection
procedures and which use tit% most appro-
priate (for that data set) statistical indices.

4
C. In additiOrt, although the claisical distinc-

tion between validity and reliability is con-
ceptually appealing, the -distinction quickly
blurs wider a variety. of conditions. We have
attempted to maintain this distinction by
referring to validity only whop the study com-
pares a respon dent's results to data obtained
from a factual or independent source of
j,nformation. The exception to this is the brief
review of the valiclity of psychological vari-
ables which generally require a constryct
validation approach. Reliability is used to '
refer t? results obliiined from internal consist-
ency analyses (e.g., coefficient alpha) or
test-retest procedures on the same respond-
ents. We have generally not included studies
which relate response distributions based on
independent samples of respondents.

B. Literature Review

Two unpublished studies have been done
on selected NL$ data: Etrnacht (1973)
carrikl out a limited study fthe reliability
and validity of selected NLS Base-Year Stu-

-tient Questionnaire items; and Toyota and
Moore (in press).investigated the reliability of
selected retrospective Basej -data col-

,Qttiestion-
included a

lected on the NLS First Folio
;flake. The research of Ectemis
test-retest reliability substudY (siW1& in
design to the reliability Study covered in this

. report) and a proxy validit,Ysullstudy. While
these two substudies had 00 potential of

'providing critical informa* n the quality
of NLS data, the analyses r limited to

.N00-
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investigating net and gross difference rates
(Hansen, Az,' and Pritzker, 964) for
items for e entire subsample and for males
and fenoles separately. Por the reliability
substudy, Ecternachl concluded that the item

a reliabilities were rather low and
recommended, that composites be forrhed- to
imprOve data quality .\ The validity substikly
was reported as being in thodRlogically-corn-
promised and the respon s . 'entl
biased to negate validity Le imation. In both
substudies by jEcternac t, respondent
characteristics (other than sex), item content,
and data collection procedures. were not
investigated. Because of these and other limi-
tations these two substudies are not- given
further consideration:,

The study by Lyons and Moore press)
also disregarded respondent characteristics
and data collection procedures. More impor-
tantly, the study focused on the retIrospective
reliability of a. selected set of items in an
attempt to specify the degreeto which retro-
spectively collected data could be taken as a
valid indicator of an earlier status. In this
regard, their results are not particularly rele-
vant to the purpo se of this review.

Among others, van Es and ,Wilkening
(1970) assessed the reliability of a standard-
ized interview schedule focusing on item
characteristics. Although the major purpose
of, this study was a comparison crf Brazilian
and United States data, the results of the U.S.
data seem particularly germane. In general,
response. reliability varied jstrongly with item
content and temporal focus. The most stable
items were demographic (70 percent were in
the .8'0 -.99 reliability range); next most stable
were variables dealing with factually oriented
current behaviors (64 percent in the £0-.99
range); third most reliable were variables deal-
ing with factually oriented past behaviors (42
percent in the .80-.99 range); and least stable
were' evaluations, or subjectively oriented
items (only 20 piercent were in the .80-.99
range). .

Min' (1965) optained similar results from
a questionnaire test-retest over a six-week

'interval based on 107 college students. Ques-
tions which had little ambiguity and dealt
with important accomplishments, (e.g., elected
student president) had high rates of stability
(95-100 percent). Achievements of a more

1)4f,
:1'11

4$14

ambiguouor less important state had slightly
lower agreement rates (90-100 percent). Ques-
tions dealing with father's' occupation, high
school grades, and nonacademic-accomplish-
ments were subject to greater variability
(74-92 percent agreement). Attitudinal items
or'future plans produced even lower agree-
ment rates.(60-79 percent greement).

The accuracy Of survey, ata shows similar
variation. Walsh (1967, 1968) investigated the
accuracy of self report on grades, major area
of study, number of semester hours com-
pleted and high school status (grades, folk in
class, etc.). Using only 45 she:Jena from three
different residence halls, Walih also attempted
to compare accuracy as a function of data
c6 ection procedure (questioqriaire, inter -
v or biographical inventory). NO.
differences Akre detected among the data -..
collectpn prAedures; however, accuracy of
inforthation did vary with content. The most; r
accurate information' was for number of
classes dropped and number of courses in
whh a D or failing grade was obtained
(80-100 percent). Least accurate were self
reports on cumulative or recent gypde point
average (50-'80 percent) aid retrospective'
reports of high school .grades and class rank
(51-53 percent).

A comprehensive study on 'validity and
reliability covering items similar in scope to
the NLS questionnaires was carried out by
Boruch and Creagei (1972). The basic study
involved a two -wok test-retest by 202 college
freshmen on questions dealing with high
school experiences and activities, academic/
and career plans, life goals= and -attitydes

,towards various politicral and academic-issues.
In addition, accuracy, of grades and age was
evaluated on 4,415 respondents.

Because of the similarity of many of their
questiiiis to the NLS questions, reliability
coefficients of selected varlebles are reported
in detail in Tables 1-3 based on tables pre-
sented by Boruch and Creager. 144

In general, Ability of demographic
characteristics, family background variables
and high schbOl performance was high (relit
abilities were generally above .95). Reliability
for items dealing with financial support and
concerns about financial support in college
nem somewhat, lower (.85-.90). The items

*I
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t ied on Boruch and Coager, 1972.

Tali! 2

TESTRETEST RELIABILITIES FOR FOUR
BE

DURING FRESHMAN YEAR*
RTED SOUItCES OF FINANCIAL SUPPORT,

Some of Financial Support
During Freshman Year

Personal Sayings or Employment

Aid From Parents or Family

Repayable Loan

- ,Scholarship/Grant/Oiher Gift

.-
.86

88 /
.86

For each source, the respondent was asked to checl
whether it was major (coded 3), minor (coded 2), or not a
source (coded 1). Based on Boruch and Creager, 1972.

4

which dealt more with -subjective judgments
or opinions were much lower (median for 53
teat-retest 'correlations of .745in Tables
throUgh 15 of Baruch\ and Creager's re rt;
ranO, .41, to .8$). Retrospective reports of,
high school achievements were highly reliable
(range .88 to 1.00).

Whip Boruch antrtreager's results gen-
erally 'support the findings previously
reported, several differences are worth.
noting: the reliability coeffiCients they'qb-
tained were genet-ally higher, than others and ,

_

0,

.

-MN

retrogiectiv e- data were about as reliable
as their demographic data. The relatively
thortiesf.-reilest interval of two weeks could
account 'tflis difference as 'could ether
factors hi 9fthe respond-
ents; or better: tititudy). .

In the //pandit on of the study,
Boruch and Creager. ve 4,415 freshmen'
questionnaires during :the fall of 1966 and
summer of 1967' (mail questiorittaire)..The

tdriter.ion data against which the validity of '11,

4 grades and. age was a&sessed were obtained''
from college iegistrar&

The overall correlatibn between. self-
rep,9rted and registrar-reported grades was..8§
arid did not vary with the respcindent's sex.
Validity did however vary with grade level.
The reports 4pf students who Actually, per-
formed 4 the A/A+ level were.mi:At accurate,

were
students in the B, )3- , and C+. strata

were leaet accurateNo major variation in age
,

.

k

*4

Table 3

TEST-RETEST SELIAMLITIES FOR

REPORTED OBJECTIVE*

Objeetket.,

Being Accomplished in a
Performing Art

Being an Authority inField
Obtaining Recognition From Peers
Influencing the Politipel Structure
Raising a Family l
Having an Active Social Life
Hairiest Friends Different From 'self
Being an Expert in Finance and
Commerce

.fleving Administrative Responsibility,
for Work of Others

Being Very Well-off Financially
.Helping Others in Difficulty
,Bricoming a Community Leader
Contributing to a Scientific Theory
Writing Original Works
Not Being Obligated to People
Creating Works of Art .

Keeping Up With Political Affairs.
Succeeding in Own Business
Developing a Philosophy of Life

(r)

.78

.68

.12

.71

--V
.70

".74

:66

.66

.74

.79

.80

.71

.81

.81

.67

.ss

t
S

;79

I

4

. Based on Boruch end Creager41972.-

t Mterhatives and scoring key. asseri ial - 4; very important
-

= 3, somewhat important 2; not important' 1.

,

12
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accuracy as a function of age was apparent,
but men' tended to, be morep.acOurate
than women (.85) imreporting age.

Although 'dine ,difterences in' validity
were associated with'race, Boruch did Cromger
felt that the niimr4r of blacks included in

= their sample (6,4 men' and,86 women) prohib-
ited an accurate ettimate of differential
responding as a function of grade leVel.,No
differenges were noted in re,piirting age as a.

4functio4 of race. -

131kg data from a national longitudinalo1
suhrey, Borus and NesteJ (1971; 1973)
sampled 913 father-sbn pairs in order to assess
the validity of the son's reports of his father's
edutation. A-variety of SES, and demographic
variables. were .included to determine their

4 _ " P011ayOBShip to the accuracy of repOrting.

'I; both 4trilvgiate and multivariate
clues, Borus and Nestel reaChedli,therfollowing conclusion - '..t.

1. There are major different
liccuracylasa function of 44 (aper-
cent"of, ate. ite fat ion pairs

roduced ical data Compareo to
,..

t

7 percent o bfiek father-son pairs);
2. Father-son pail pm households with,
- ' .10 or more .family members are less `

likely to, agreement than father-

...,
ion, pairs fritmaller househblds; r,'

3. Sons. whci_ApPort ,fathers as "white -N.
collar WorWs" are more likely to be
in agreement with their fatlyrs than
Sons. who say their , fathers are in
service occupations;

4

'to

Tab1:4

VALIDITY INDICES. BY RACE FOR 12th GRADERS'

REPORTS OF PARENTAL EDUCATION AND

(ATHEIllOCCUPATIONAL STATUS

Variable Blacks (r) Whites hi

. .

Weer's Educatipn
Father's Educatidd

FatheriOccupation
.

.83

.81

.74

.84 -

.89

.93

Oats from Kerckhoff, Mason, end Posse 1973.

4. MEdei*currently in ,schdal are -.more
likely to agree with their fathers than
males not currently enrolled.

Kerckhoff, Mason,
of

Foss' (1973) inves-
tig ated the validity, of family"social status
using beys'questionnairreporks of parental
educational level and father's occupation.
Criterion data were provided by interviews
with the parents. The results indicated a
moderately high validity level (sue : Table 4)
for reports f parents' education and father's
occupatio al sta
repo father
ho
more val eta th

s. The validity of the son's
al *laths did,
ites provided

/a similar stutly.on the validity of.
-4rePorts on parental education and occupation,
Cohen and Orum (1972) found lower con-4 ,
sensus for black parent-child pairs than white
parent-child pairs an bot occupational and
educational reports (Tat* 5).

Differences in the findingi of these two
bstudies could, of course,.e due to a. variety of

factors (index of correlation, response cate-
gori , inclusion of both males and femaltisin
th ohen and drum study, and a larger
nu bey 9f subjects in the Cohen and:Orum
study) In any case,' the diredtion of the
results In both studies is consistent: , for these
.variaipes white pare/It-Child pairs were more
in agreement than bWk parent-child pairs.

In the same, study (Cohen and Orum,
17.2) validity was also associated with
respondent characteristids of child's sex,,
child's age, and child's school (urban middle-
class -priVate school versus inner-city lower

WO 5 jp

. GAMMA CORRELATIONS BETWEEN PARENT AND

CHILD RESPONSES FOR REPORTS ON go

PARENTAIEIBUCATION AND OCCUPATION"

4 = Viriego Blade Iri Whites (r) -

Mother's Education

Father's Education

Mother's OccuPation

, Father's Otcupation

.89

Si
.74

£4

Based on 'dam from Cohn and Orum,
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.110chits pre ominan black schtiol versus
to working class,p ominantly white sc
Among these ,grout ings there were no

-; tent differe acroskail:f our fI

If:, tires:" no up. was consfsten
inferior altbaugh'grOup0i

2'. substantial difference was noted/
, between- workers and nonworkers in-

the. accuracy of reporting this infor-
. 'illation. Approximately 70 percent Of

the nonworkers correctly reported
their work status five years ago,
whereas only 48 percent of the

,workers accurately answered the
retrospective questions.

le
-

so.Al investigating stucleu e silts
, Kyaser and mioars (1970

d student data for each, of three
i years and an indef5ehdant survey Of

jtarent.l. They concluded` that student
-4 reverts were stable over time with `parental

ed cation being most reliable,. (.96---for
";,1,inDthers, .97`for fathers) and father's oceupa-,

tion and income least reliable (.79/for occupa-
tion and ..56 for income): The validities,

'corrected for unreliability, were only mod-
erate. Compared' to the concurrent mother's
report, validity of mother's education was
.72, father's education was .83, and father's
occupation was .86. Compared to . the con-
current father's report, the-validity of father's
education was .70, father'S occupation was*,
.74, and father's income was drily .21. Based
on the vaddity findings, Kyaser and Summers
concluded that student reports should be
utilized with some 'caution, and, where pos-

' sible, direct measures' of parental SES should
be used.

In--an- investigation of retrospective report-.
ing of own And others' occupational status,
Featherman and Hauser (1973) relied on data.
collected from 'variety of sources. Based
strictly on adults' reports (age 19 and over)
they concluded that retrospective reporting of
own occupational-status is robust over a five-
year period; however, proxy retrospective
'reports are apparently subject to (memory)
decay.

Although Feaman and Hauser (1913)
seem guardedly optimistic about the-accuracy
of retrospective reporting of SES indices, one

. of the sources on which their conclusions are
based (Walsh and Burcktibidt, 1970). reached
less optimistic conclusions. They concluded:

1. There was a relatively high rate of
response error 'associated with the
retrolpectively reported data on work:'
status and occupation five years' ago.
Only 57 percent of the total respond-
ents accurately reported both sets of
information.

8

3. Errors in reporting work status five
years ago was an important factor in
the overall level of error, The failure
to report having worked five years ago
accounted:for "ono -ttird of the errors
made by persons Who-- .worked in
1963. This, of course,-, resulted in 'a-
corresponding loss in- the data on
occupation five years ago.

4. The accuracy, rates varied among the
ajoiL occupation, groups. As ex-

tiected, the accuracy rates were higher
Dr -the more skilled occupation
groups such as professionals and
managers than for the less skilled
groups such as ,firm and nonfarm
laborers.

.5. Age was a determining factor in the
accuracy of Ieporting this informit.
tion. Persons in the middle age'---
group-30 to 64 years oldhad a signi-
ficantly higher quality of., response
than the other two age groups' con-
sidered (14 t:619 years old and 65
years old and over).

6. The quality cif the retrostive data
for occupationally mobil persons was
substantially lower than that fdr other
workets.

7. The accuracy 4- the retrospective
occupation respAses, however, was
only about 7 to 9 percentage points
lower than the accuracy of reporting
current occupation in the 1960
Census. This is due partially to the
fact that the nonmobile viprkers make
up the vast majority of respondents
and the error rate for nonmobile
workers is considerably lower than
that for mobile workers.

Keating, Peterson, and Stime (1950)
compared reports of weekly wages

14
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to employer's wage reports. They found
approximately equal validity correlationkfor
nidel TN) and ferrialei (.93J. Duratidn of
employment using the same procedure pro-
duced equally high validity correlations for
both Males and females,(.98)--.

Borus (1966) in a survey of validity
totudies based on 1950- census data Versus

other sources concluded that comparisons of
census distributions versus other source dis-

--tributions showed only minor differences in
median 'kerning's. In a more direct study of
validity, comparing interview data to employ-
ees recordS, torus (1966)ffound a .95 correla-
tion for earnings. A more detailed analysis
based on regression, techniques showed, how-
ever, that the discrepancies between self
report and employer's report were related to
respondent characteristics. In particular,
women compared to meskinderreported ea
ings .and underreporting Varied directly wit
am oupt earned, inversely with age, and
inversely with education. Borus also found
that underreporting decreased 4-familiarity
with the interviewer increased. In a second
regressi analysis, Borus related response
error characteristics of the respondent's
jobs. e additional findings of this analysis.
were t at errors in reporting were greater for
new ployees and for partotime employees.

- t

2. When-questions are ambiguous, the
presence of an interviewer results

. fewer nonisPOnses;

3. People with a high education and
income are more likely to cooperate
in si\ mail survey; and

4. People who consult records: tend to
report more accurately.

Carmen and Fowler also undertook their
own study of interview versus questionnaire
procedures on hospitalization variables. Using
462 interviews hnd 465 questionnaires solicit-
ing information bn length of staA month of
discharge, diagnosis, type of surgery (if an.y,),
and whether or not surgery was perfornied,
they concluded that (1) the ,self-qhumerative---
procedure is more accurate when records are
available (i.e., length of stay and month of
discharge); (2) anonymity rather than inter-
viewer presence or absenbe is'the relevant vari-
able in'the finding that self-enumerative pro-

ures tend to ireducesocial desirability; (3)
tion of the,- respondent is more impair-

, in he interview than m the self-
erative procedure; (4) motivation is an

important factor, particularly in the question-
naire procedure, witii education seemingly
only important within the "better motivated"
group of respondents; and (5) given minimal
interest on the part of many respondents,
they recommend that questionnaires be self-
explanatory d as short as possible.

The ove , review has been primarily
focused on the 'validity and reliability of
factually, oriented data; the NLS question-

onairer do, however, invoWe a number of atti-
tude and opizion questions. Chief among
these are Self-esteem, locus of control and
work, and co unit?" and ,family orienta-
tions. These sc s cannot, ourse, be veri-
fied in the same way that income, grades, or
other factually based data can be veri-
fied: there simply are no objective measures
of self-esteem, locus of control;' etc. To
further complicate matters, the majority of
attitudinal or psychological scales are novel to
NLS and no literature can be surveyed to
weave a construct validity net.

on these analyses, Borus concluded
that onse ,bias exists and is significantly
related to (espondent characteristics. Thus
earnings statistics not only involve sampling
error,they also involve response error.

Since the error in Borus's study emerged
as bias and not strictly random deviations, the
comparison of independent distributions
aggregated over different kinds of respondents
could. obscure this error; Yet the majority of
studies investigating item formatting and the
data collection procedures are based onjust
this approach (Canned and Fowler, 1968).
Despite the problem of artifactually obscuring
differences, cannell and Fowler note that,
comparisons of distributions nerated by
questionnaire .versus interview tocedures do
show differences. The most relevant findings
_are:

1. There are few differences between the
procedures but those that occur are"

'thought to arise from the respondent's
desire to rresent a socially desirable or
nonthreatening self-image;

edu
tan

The best approximation to the constru ct
validity of these ales is to be found it
Conger, Peng, `al Dunteman (1976) using
precisely these sc es on NLS respondents. In
this ,report, the variable of self-esteem based



: on lionsenberg's self-esteem scale (Rosenberg,
1965) did not emerge as a ot-greT-s'it variable for
discriminating among demographic 'groups;
however, the differences which did emerge
were generally consistent with `previous add

ticipated differences.

The lotus-of-control scale borrowed from.
it Coleman,. Campbell, Hobson, Mcartland,

Mood, Weinfield: and York (1966), while
deviating in content and form from other
locus of control scalesfor example, Ratter's
scale (Rotter, 1966) and the James-Mares'
scale (James, 1957) - generally' sh.owed similar
patterns of between-group discrimination. In
particular, whites were more internal than
nonwhites ands low SES persons Were more
external than middle or high SES pers ps.
The strongest relationship was withvabilit , a
finding .that,-at first glance, was not entirely
consistent with the literature; how ever, as

"Conger, Peng, and Dunteman noted, thissfincl.:
irtg actually integrated previo4s discrepancies
in the literature. While -no possibility existed
for investigating sources of contamination of I.
bias in the self report of locus of control, tvo
major sources' of bias have been investigated
for other locus-of-control scales. In particular,
anxiety is purported to have an unduly high
correlation with externality (cf.. Butterfield,
1964) but socially desirAble, responding is
thought to play -sat most, a min'or roll
(Lefcourt, 1966) To the,extent that-the NLS-

I
locus-of-control scale is similar to these ether
scales, one could anticipate that these .sources
of bias operate in the NLS data in a similar
way. ,

The life goal orientation composites gen-
erally showed Weak but interpretablereation-
ships. Since no pnor literature exists on these
scales, and they had fairly modest or
low in
difficul
constru

nal cons ncy rehabilities, it is
to formulate a statement about their
t validity.

Reliability of the NLS self-esteem, locus-
of-control, and life goal scales has,,been
obtained by both internal cohMstency
methods and test-reitest methods (see Chapter
III). Overall, the reliability ,of those short
(three- or four-item) psychological scales is
reasonable via either approach' for self-esteem
(a = .66, r = .66), and test-retest reliability is
generally high for locus -of control (r = .71)
and-work (r-= .68), catnmunitiir = .67) and

'4.

family (r = .684 life goals. The internal con-
sistencies, Wowever, pt all but the self-esteem
scale are generally low: locus of control
(a = .56); work goals, (a = .53); community
pals (a = .44); and fatVily goals (cc = .30).

I,. of course, puts con-
mum values for the valid-

The reliability
straints on the m
ity coefficients.

C. Concluions
In terms of the three sources of variation

outlined in the introduction, i.e., item, data
collection, and respohdent characteristics, the
following represent the general conclusions
which can prawn from this reviA:

1. -Variability of responses is very much
affected .by the "content" of the
iten3i. Content in this, instance refers
to-i'the dimension of objectivity-
subjectivity. Demographic character-
istics and factual information about
.present behavior -yield the highest
validity (and reliability) coefficients,
respectively. Factual Information on
past behavior and evaluative or judg-
mental behavior yields the least stable
data, with the latter representing

- lowest response stability. Further-
. more, validity of report's of past

behavior may be moderated by the
"importance of the accomplishment."
That is, past .events' which have low
ambiguity and are significant to the
respondent in terms of accomplish-
ment, e.g., elected' student president,
tend to have high rates of validity.

The 'reliability of report of future
events and for goals yields moderate
to moderately high coefficients (.'70
r .88); in most cases. HoWtiver:. as
one would expect, these r o are
'affected by the objectivity- ectivi-
ty dimension of the query'. ,Those
future, events and/or goals, requiring
evaluation or judgment may yield Co-
efficients in the .50'sand .6

2. -'Variation of response due to data
collectibp mode can produce a
significant effect when one is using
proxy re' s and mixed effects when

10 .

one is to an interview versus
a quests method.
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Proxy ,reports by high school age
children yield reasonably reliable data
when measuring parental education;
'however, reliability decreases when
measuring father's occupation or
income. Validities for all SES meas-
ures were mode te,but the validity of
income reports particularly low.
Proxy reports are rther affected by
respondent charac ristics. Reliability .

and validity are decreased if the
respondent is black, is not enrolled in
schoojc'ar has 1pw 'educational attain-

, ment, or has'a blue collar or service=
worker, for a father. These character-
istics by no means exhaust the domain
of variables which: affect validity and
reliability of reporting, butL do repre.
sent some of the major factors. Proxy
reports -of -father's- current status on
some variables, *i.e., educatian and
possibly occupation, may be accept-
able for research purposes; however,
retrospective proxy reports are in gen-
eral unacceptable.

, The most detailed study of inter-
view versus questionnaire procedures
yields mixed results. When the
respondent has records to consult,
questionnaire procedures produce

more accdrate results. According to
Cannell and Fowler (1963), education
of the espondent is more important
in the i terview procedure than in tht
queatio naire procedure. Motivation
of the spondent comes into play but
only wi hin educational groups. On

the oth r hand, motivation is more
importan in the-questionnaire proce-

----, dure w th education 'becoming a
factor- . ithin "better,--motivated!'
groups o respondents. There is little
inforrnati n on content or respondent
chara.cte tics by data node inter-

. actions.

3. Responde t characteristics play art
ubiquitous role- in affe-cting 'the vari-
ability of response, perhaps because
they encompass such a limitless do-
main. By and large, white, highly edu-
cated, welPko-do, employed respond.
ents 'from small -families produce the
most accurate and stable responses.
Sonie studies find 'males slightly' more
reliable and accurate than ferriales,
'while others find no sex differences..
There are exceptions 'to the conclu-
sions above, of course, but as a general
rule they hold.

i.
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IV. A RELIABILITY STUDY QF NLS DATA

The basic longitudinal questionnaires, of
the NW study have been described (above) as
broad in scope and diverse in item character-
istics. The review of the available literature
indicates that the NLS, questionnaire items
should vary, in reliability as a function of item

content and, to a lesser degree, as a function
of item formatting. In a similar fashion, the
diverse characteristicti,of the-NLS respondents
can be-- expected to be: associated with
differential reliability. In particular, the litera-
ture review indicates that reliability varies-

' with resp4ndent's face and sex:with whites
and males generally being the More reliape,
Only limited information has been- Collected.
on relta.b*ity as a function of SES and ability
variabler,?hoWevet, the results indicate that
high SES and high ability, respondents are
most reliable. Studies on data collection
pincedules du ,not strictly 'favor interview or

aPprOaches; .rather, an nteraction,
appears to exist between data collection pro-
cedures and the respondent's ability and SES
level, and between data collection procedures
and item content. '%

r It Would thus appear that the very factors
whrcl .make the NL,S data base unique and

, desirlble ( i.e., heterqgeneity .of sontent' and
respondent characteristics and data yollection,
procedUres-designed to provide a high return'
rate) also introduce th possibility of highly
differing data qualit as a function of item
content,, respondent Characteristics; and data
c011e6tiOu procedure. Interactions among
these three sources of 'variability are alsOlike-,

,Obviously a study of "these factors would
provide useful information to users of NLS

-data and to survey research in general.
To'date, however, only a small amount of

effort has been* devoted' o investigating the
$ quality of. 'KES data (Ectemacht, 1973 and
.1974; and Lyons and MOcire, rn press):* In
the course of itistrunient develppment (via
field tests on 900 students froin the ?ugh
school cliiss of 1971) decisions about instru-
menbs -have priktrily focused on question-
naire format, the redtictio of item redun-
dancy arid the development of com-
posites: generally,' problems of .validity and

* See Chapter III foi a discussion of thee
studies.
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reliability have not been investigated.
Exceptions to this include the determination
of eompoSite4 score intern?' consistency,
indices (coefficient alpha) for certain psycho-
logical measures (e.g.,' self- esteem, locus of
control, and life goals, Conger, Dunteman,
arid Peng, 1976), and an investigation of the
qu,ality of retrospective data (Lyons and -
Moore, in press).

Information generally
;desirable and often critical depensling.on how
the eta are to be used. One primary purpose
of reliability information is to establish sub-

rjective confidencJ in the manifest responses
and statistics summarizing these responrs.
Unreliability inflates variances and propor-
tionally broadens confidence intervals. Unreli-.
ability also' Weakens the power of statistical

_tests (i.e., the probability of detecting true
among-group differences) -and attenuates the
magnitude of relationships. These are prob.
lems of "degree" and not of"kind." How-
ever, a number of studies have been done or-
are comternplated which use path analyses or
structural modeling. ,The consequ4nces of
unknown or incorrectly estimated measure-
ment errors for these models can be_ pro-
found: concluSiOnS about determination and
contributicv in path analyses or structural
modelings could well be misleading and could
be diieftlY _opposite to the true relationships
if errors of measurement are ignored or are
incorrectly specified (cf. DunCan, 1975).

This chapter reports the results of a study.
designed to provide partial answers to the
above issues. This chapter is oriented around
the following questions:

1. How.reliallfle are NLS data?

. .2. How does reliability vary as a nction
of item characteristics (e.g.W.tbjec-

.
tiveness, item format, item length, and
item content)?

3. How does reliability vary as function
of 'data Collection procedures (mail
versus interview)?

Does reliability vary with respondent_
characteristics?

5. What interactions exist among data
coil tion procedures, item character-
istics, and respondent characteristics?

r

on reliability is

'4.
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Answers to these questions will provide
useful information pn the quality of data in'

An the NLS tairv-ey; however, limitations in the
lin' deb**, and execution, Of this study prohibit a

comprehensive 'or definitive conclusio
Consequently, generalizations to all NL a
and to surveys in general can be made' OM, in
a tentative fashion. The limi tions are. only
a subset of items (17) .fr the Second.
Follow-Up Ouestionnaise 11K included;'.
only a subset (600) .of NLS re ondents were
targeted as participants; and the limited
number of actual participants prohibits

lietailed ;coo-pa ist:iris of reabilfty.arnong
groups formed Wcross-classifying respondent-
chsracterislics and zesposiderit charaCttristics
by data collectibn modes.

4

A. Saripling Procedures .1 ; ..
.

-

.12 A probability sample Of APOtudelits wii
selected for the YeliabibtY study. The -Nun- ''..

persons. Since strata with fewer than 56 indi-
- viduals would be allocated fewer than two

sample persons, these cells were combined ;
with other sithilar, cells to tdrm 2? final strata. .
First, persons in small' cells < -561 with
sex not ascertained (NA) we're combined *ith
females of the same race and activity claisi-

e fication. Then males with race NA and
ity state NA were combined With white males'

- witl1 activity state NA. The 29 final' strata
coristructfa in this manner areilist.ed in -Table

' 7. . .

' 1' The allocation of the total sample of600
persons' to the 29 final strati was determined

severaLsteps'. First, apreliminary allocation ". ,
in piopottion to the stratum counts was cal-

.. eulated as t--

.

600 N,
n" 22 9 ,'

piing frame fat the reliability stud Sam- le

.

' where're = aljgba4 o. stratum-i,
consisted of 22,398 individuals 'vino parties= . Jana- ilt 7 frame size. for stratuin-i.
pated, in dither the base,year'ot firstiollovi-pp : .

"

surveys. This samPlilig'flime Next",.the total samPIe'ralloations for .certain
merginthe Origin-its base-year student file ; analysis categories were checked. specifically,,
with a pre tinary edition.oMthe fitst folic,* -:.,-*t-les:Arf 'of least A1 lk0 perSonswere desired

_Pp tile. (The final edrted Version ,:ot, the :for 'ekh..rof the following groups: males,
merged base-year And.'firit to,llovkup data ,feniales, Peisas.atteilicling fdpr-year colleges,,
was not available foruse when this sample , f perssohi attending Other Pbstsecondary
was se*ted) '' tieing, and persons wolfing. Cioser' examina-.

rame was. stratified' by:Sex, . tign indicated one of theSegroPpsother
activity, state for 00totikSr,' postsecondary education would fail short of,'

Thetsanipling
race, and "planii
1974 (item 16 of the Finit Follow.4.10) ys- 1,' 100 sarnfila. indivIjduals. TQ insure .a sample
tionnaire). 'A "ndt asceftitined'I categgry'was(r sige of "1,00" for thia:tategory, the allocations
included, for abh =stratification variable: The . 'to 'all strata involving ,1974 plans of "other
categories u for each of the stratifi9ation. -,p6stsecoridary editioation", were ova pled
variables were as follows',: multiilied by .1.535) and the allo ons

1. - io ail:strata, tvOlvintg 1974 pl s of ' four-,
1. Sex: Male, Feniale, Not Ascettaind,

. ". yearLebllege" ere tinattsampl i.e.:
2. Race: Nonwhite, Not- Ascer-

.. plied by .846). These adjusted allocations are
tainedi shown in Table 7 in, the cOliiinn headed, . .

3' October. '1974 Plan: FOurTiear "adjuSjed ,aliocation." The final allocatlotioir
_ .. College, Other ,Postsesondary Educii-, --shown' as the -last column in Table 7 were

..

tam), Work,'Other (e.g., active military detetmined by rounding the adjusted all,ga-
. ' duty, homemaker.), Not -Asceitained. . tions lid' integer 'values-And by reducing the

Table 6 shows the ,numbers of persons in it alloFatigns to the largest strata to force a total
the sampling frame sorted by the :cross- , sample sizIof 600 persons. 1. --i ' ,.

.
clasiificationof the three stratification vari-li* The. last step, in drawing the reliability
ablfis. Of the 45cellsdefhed by crossing the /4studir: sainple-involved , the selection. of the,

. - three variables, two cells'were empty and 14 number pf persons in the final allocation
, " additional cells each contained fewer than 56 column for eak stratum from the total

, ..

; 13 19
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NOSIER OF PERSO S IN TIM SWUNG. FRAME; BY SEX, RACE, AND 1974 PLANS .
.

ex andRace

Whites:

Wks
Fomalis
NA

Total

Nonwhi:

"knobs
NA

Total

Race NA:

f, Mats
Females

NA

""-/....,Total

Al(Racas:

Males

NA
e,

'Total

1974 Plans',

Od4i
Eiocatioa. Work I Other

,C14.S

3,811
''

916 2,560 ' 432
'3,047 761 3,015

8 1 . 8
.772

3

6,666 1478 5,583 1,207

859 70 - 169 4
973 457 144 .

-1 3 2.

1,833 811.; 1,54d 313

360 93 242 58
298 65 288 73

0 7' , 3

665. t 158 537 .134 ,

4,830 1,360 3,503 659
4018 1,283 g,140 989

16 4 -17

9,164 2'447 -7,6 1,654

NA , Tani

402 7,921
250 7,845

'2 22

654 ... 15,788

175
121 2

3 9

299,,

4f1" 128

le

606
392
116

1,1'14

_ ,

'

1,655

10,959
11,122

159

22,239.

number ,in the stratum sampling frame. These
selections were macle with equal 'probabilities
and without replacement using random
numbers generdted by a computer program.

B. fristruments.

The questions used for the reliability
analyses are a subset of items from the
Second Follow-Upquestionnaire. This subset
was extracted from .the Second Fp -Up.",
questionnaire- and compiled into- to
"short form" questionnaire (the if of
'data for the "test-retest" design
responses to the selected questions embedded
in the Second Follow-Up questicimlaire; the
second set of data were the tesponses to t e
short form questionnaire).

_

The decision as to 'how many and-which :
items to include in the reiibility` study was
made primarily. on the bais of.the following
criteria: ' (.1) respondent burdin,(1.e., thepquest
tionngire should be brief and require rio more
than 15 minutes to complete; (2) amenability,-
to analysis, i.e., the stability or consistency of
the items should be capable of estimition by
questioning -the same respondents at two close
points in time; (3) criticality, i.e., the items
should be important or central to the basic
NLS analysis; and (4) representativeness,i.e.,
the items shold represent the variety of
.formats, content areas; and reliance on fact
verso opinion.

,

(14611 these critexia, 17 items (Table 8)w
were selected for inclusion in ithe reliability
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<

Switum '

2

3 Vitale
4

5. Male
. 6 Male

/ Male

8 Male .

9 Male
Male

10 Male
11 Male
12 Male
11 Male
14 Male
15 Female

NA
16 Female

NA
17 -Female

NA
18 Female

, ' 19 Female
'NA

20 Fen*
NA

21 Female
NA

22 Female
NA,

23 Female
NA

24 Female
NA

25 Female
NA

26 Female

Table 7-

DESCRIPTION OF STRATA USED FOR RELIABILITY SAMPLE

44

Sex Race

Male

/

27 PFLe
NA

28 Female
29 Feinale

NA 4'
Total

Subtotal
Subtotal

Frame

1914 Plans Size

if

White $ Co legs , 3,611

NA Col ege 360

White 0 r EducatiOn '916
NA Oth r Education 93

White Wo 2560

White OthI 432
NA Wo 242

NA Other 58

White NA,' 431

NA NA
Nonwhite Collige 8W
Nonwhite Other Education 351

Nonwhite Work 701

Nonwhite Other 169

Nonwhite NA 175

White College . 3,055
White , College

.

NA College 305
NA .

)
College

White ) Other Education 762

White / Other Education/ Other Education 65

White Work 3,023
White Work

.NA Work 295

. NA Work
White Other 775

White Other .
NA Other 76

NA" Other i
White NA / '252

White NA
NA NA 132

NA NA
Nonwhite College 1!: .t,. 974

Nonwhite College.ki;,
Nonwhite Other EM:ation is. 460
Nonwhite Othei Education
Nonwhite Work -.Nip 839

'Nonwhite Work _

Nonwhite Other 144

Nonwhite NA 124

Nonwhite NA
22,239

- College (9,164)
Other Education (2,647)

Preliminary
Allocation

AdOrsted
Allocation

Final
Sample

Allocation

82.4 81

-,, 9.7 8.2 8

24.7 37.9 -.37
2.5 3.8 4

69.1 69.1 68

6.5 .6.5 7

11.1
1,

11.7 12

- 1:6 1.6 2

11.6 11.6 12

232 19.6 20

9.5 14.6 15

18.9 '-18.9 19

4.6 ^ 4.6 5

4.7 4.7 5-
82.4 69.7 69

.. it 1

1 8.2 . _ 6.9 , 7

, 20.6 31.6 32

1.8 2.8 3

81.8 81.6 .. 81
.

8.0 8.0 8

20.9 20.9 : 21

2.1- 2.1 2

6.8 6.8 7

3.6 3.6 4

26.3 22.2 22

: .
12.4 19.0 19

, 22.6 22.6 23

3,9 f' 3.9 4

33 33 3

NU 600.2 600

(247.2) (209.0) (2071

(71.4) (109.7) (110)

21
15

4



tY

Table

DESCRIPTION OF ITEMS EXTRACTED FOR

RELIABILITY STUDY

Questienneke Numbs,

Slant Flom Leas Form -, Description

1 8 Race or Ethnicity
2 10 Educational Activity. -4
3 12 Kind of School Attended

39 Grades From Oct. '73
to Oct. '74

5 75 Work Activity in First Week
ofebct. 74 ,

76 Destripilonof lob Held First
Week of Oct.li.

77 AverageHours FIKWeek Worked
at This Job A

105 Maritalltatut as of Firit Week
of Oct. 74

111 Number of Dependent as of
First Week of Oct. '74

113,114 Income (self, spouse, other
and total)

132 Self-Esteem and Locus of
Control

133 Consumer Behavior
139 Expected Activities in

Oct. 75
140 Educational Expectations
141 Factors Important in Determin

irig Life's Work
148 Life Goal Orientations iwork,

community, and family)
142 Career Expectations at the

Age of 30

4.

8

-9

10

11

12

13

14

15

11,

117

study. These 17 items are identical in wording
and format to those of the Second Follow -Up'
questionnaire. (A copy of the Short Form
Second Follow-Up questionnaire is provided
in Arperidix A-)

. Data Collection
Procedures

The data/were collected for this study,
and for NLS as.a Whole, through a'combina-
tion of mail, field interview, and telephone
efforts. Data collection activity for the reli-
ability study actually began'the second week
of October 1974 with the 'initial mailing of
Second Follow-Up questionnaires to all NLS
sample, member's_ All incoming Second
Follow-up questionnaires .completed by mail
or by personal interview were event-coded

41

into a computerized Real Tittle 'Control Sys-
lern. A _computet printdut .identifying relk
ability study soh* members whose -long-
form ,questionnair6.5 had been received was
generated on a daily baiis.

letter i(see AppenglielactIA7 rewere then* mailed to
Short-form naires, with a cover

reliability study members who returned their
longfforin queestionnaires by'. mail. This event .
occurred no earl than ten days after the

- completion date klenoted on the background
information' page of the Second Folloiv-Up
questionnaire. Tvio weeks after the mailing of
the short-form' questionnaire, a \prcunpting
telep ne call was made to the n nresboncl-
ent ,e °waging him/her to return the ques-
tio sire. If the ionrespondent indicated that

e/shchad either lost or had never received a
short-form queitionnaire, or if the nonre-
spoadent could not be contacted for prompt-
ing, then a second mailout occurred imme-
diately. No further attempti were ,made to

\ \obtain a response.
Reliability sample members who com-

pleted a long-foim questionnaire by personal
interview were recontacted two weeks after
the first interview, at which time an interview'
with the short-fbrm questionnaire was com-
pleted.

Each returned short-form questionnatie
underwent an initial editing process to deter-
mine whether or not it contained adequate
information for acceptance and entry onto
the data' file. Generally, the editing proQess
required crosp-checking a respondent's
answers to each of 12 "key" questions on the
short 'Wpm with his or her answers to the

-' same questioni on the long form. The
decision rule for determining whether or not a
'key questioni(arid, therefore, the short-fotn
questionnaire) should fail edit may be stated ,
as
'and 41Pf a key question was appropriately

fo The fail-edit condition results if

answered on the long-form questionnaire but
was unanswered or inappropriately answered
on 41 e . correippnding short-form questiork
naire. . .

If a respondent's short-form questionnaire
failed edit,- a telephone call was initiaterl and
an agempt was made to obtain'infonnation
for the Vey itenps that the respondent failed
to answer. Edited short-form questionnaires

16 2



anti the relevant, portions f theorrespond-
ing Secolid Follow-Up (1 g-foniil question-

._ \ naire were then coded apti keypunched. Al
datIrCollection activities /were completed by
30 pii11975. /-

.
D. Data Analysis Procritgas

The variety of research questions, data
collection procedures, iteniv-and item uses

t

'q

II :I Ir :.--.(e.g.',e4mposites) requires a variety of mu-
-.

lytic procures. 'irst,of all, the items.have
., been classified (Table 9) as either categorical

or eontinuous in nature. Reliability estimates
for categorical items are based on the percent
agreement in responses (including item non-_

responses) across the two time points, and the
gegree of`-asiociatiOn is additiopally mama-
rized by ,Crinler0 V (cf. Statistical Package

Table 9

VARIABLE SPECIFICATION AND DESCRIPTION

4

Shot Form hem Number
Categorical Variables DesuiPflen

1

3

5

6

, 6.9

14'

17

Continuous Variables

2
4

6f

7

10a

. 10b
10c

Jod

11

12 SQ12, LQ
12 SQ12, LQ
12 SQ12, LQ
13

15

15

I;
6

16

,16

Ethnic self-descriptions (8) plus missing clustered
into 3 categories: white, nonwhite, and missing

School types plus missing
Work activitOiMgotiOS (3) plus missing
Census code job description-angyzed major
classifications

Employer types (6) plus mg
Marital statuses (4) plus miiblig
Edugsgonat(7) expectancies 17) plus m
Carfir posh 1171 plus miming

School attendance (dichotomous variable
School performance (seen levels of self

grade)
Date of employment: for job told in Octo
scored as number of months from Dectm

Hounworted per week (write in response)
Number of dependents: 0, 1, 2, 3,4
Own income (write in)
Spouse income (write HO
Other income (Write in)

'Total income (write 411
Self-esteem composite' (items a, c, d, and h)
Locus of control composite' (items b,e,l, and
Consumer composite' 1 (items a, b, and d)
Consumer composite' 2 (items amt!
Consumer composite 3 (item c)
Plan:Aileach of a-f handfed as a dir,hotom pus
variable (applies or does not apply) with
responses assumed, missing only if all era blank

Work composite' 1 'limns a and b)
Work composite' 2 (items cue, f, end I)
Work composite' 3 (items orb /and j)
Work composite' 4 (itemd)
Work orientation* atones, c, and el
Community orientation' (items f, g, and j)
Family orientation (items b, h, and

orted

er 1974:
er 1971

Compotathcores are computed by averaging evadable nip
N LS studies.

see Composites used are based on factor enelyses from previous
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4

co
res

Social Sciences, 1975): Reliability esti-
s for the ccontinuous and dichotomous
bles are provided by product-moment_
relations on fie available (test-retest)

nses.

In order to address the various research

q

4estions regarding data collection procedures
d respondent characteristics, the following

procedures were employed:

1. Categorical variables: reliability esti-
' mates for subgroups were calculated

as percentage agreement and Cramer's
`V; differences ip. reliability among
subgroups were determined by com-
paring percent disagreement' and
agreement among subgroups using a
x2 procedure. That is, for each
respondent gn each categorical van-,
able, responies across the two time
,points were compared and scored as
either "disagreement" or "agree--
ment." These scores were then. cast
into a ubgroup by agreement cross-
tabulatiOn table and analyzed by a X'.
statistic. For each variable designed as
cat e go 'cal the 'following analyses
were do e:
a. /Data ColleFtion Mode by Agree-

inent
b. Sex Agreement,

c. Ethrii ity by Agreement,

d., SES b Agreement.xi
e. Ability by Agreement,

f. Sex Within a Data Collection
Mgie by Agreement,
Ethnicity Within a Da
Mode by Agreement,

SES Within a Da
Mode by Agreement,

i. Ability Within a Da a Collection
Mode bypAgreement.

2. Continuous variables; reliability esti-
mates for subgroups were computed
by' product-moment correlations;

- differences in reliability among sub-
groups were determined by comparing
these correlations using X2 tests on
Fisher log . transformations of .the
correlations. The correlations were
calculated on available test-retest data

h.

ti

a Collection

Collection.

E, esu

with no imputation for missing obser-
vations.

s rt of the Ntull-scale Second Follow-
//p su ey, lingiform .questiOnnaires date"

ated participannhis return rate of 93 per-
ere obtained 558 of the 600 desig-

ent is very similar to that obtained for the
entire sample, The second. questionnaire
(short form) was administered to- these 558
initial respondents, but only 462 shoit-form
questionnaires (82.8 percept) were com-
pleted. The larger than normal attrition from
long form to short' form obviously introduces
some potential bias. In order to further !Inves-
tigate this-problem, an analysis was done to
see. if a' differential response rate was asso-
ci ted with demographic characteristics of

, ethnicity, SES, and ability. These rthaly-
s indicated tkat_no major or statistically

ignificant differences in attntion could be
associated with these demographic character-
istics. \

1

18

' -A second preliminary analysis was done
of data collection. Of the -462
providing data on both the long__
orm, 133 (28.8 po'tent) were

d 329 (71.2 pelt provided
or mail plus teleph eh solicita-
al data. These analysis compar-
response among classification

fined by sex, ethnicity, SES, and
d that nonwhites were more like-

ewed than whites (44 versus 22
SES persons were more likely

) to be interviewed than either
percent) or high (22:0 percent)
and low ability person were
beT_Werviewed (39.2 percent)

ability pIrsons (24.3 percent)
in turn was more likely to be

an 'high ability persons .(11.4
differences in data collection
function of ethnicity, SES,

and ability cou troduce bias into Subgroup
reliability estimates to th,extent
ability -is differentially associated
collection procedures. Foi example
view data ,are generally, more i.el!rible ,than
mail-in data, nonwhites, low S r low abil-
ity persons could shoW hi
values than their counterpar

on method
respondents
and short
interviewed
dafa by mai
tion for cri
ing mode
subgroups d
ability show
ly to be inte
percent), lo
(36.1 percen
middle (24.
SES persons
more likely
than middle.
aril this grou
interviewed
percent). The
procedures clks

that reli-
with data
, if inter-

24

er reliability
. While this

9



of necessarily introduce bias into the
1 reliability indices for the entire NLS

ple, it definitely would limit generaliza-
tion,s to survey research as a whore. As a result
of- the differences in data collection proce-
dtires among subgroups, it was decided that
gabde of response needed tb be controlled for

t in subgroup analyses. This has the unfortii-
. nate consequence of severely limiting sample

for cross-classificittions (e.g., sex by
etimicity) among the major classification vari-
ables Ad -even among subgroups within a
classification vaiiable within a data collection

i
mode (te.Tonly eight high-ability persons
were interviewed).

Tables 10 and, 11 present the totarsampl,

reliability indices for the categorical and con-
tinuous variables, respectively. The reliability.
q e items included in this study is generally
quite easonable. Based on the correlatffn
coefficients and Cramer's V coefficient for
categorical data, the median reliability is .67.
The reliability of some item, 'however, is
quite low (e.g., 36 for other..income, .41 for,
nonacademic educational plan, and .48 for
"pther" plans). The 'highest reliability ob-
served -fop the total sample was '.92 for school
attendance.

Table 10 also presents percents agreement .

for the total sample across the two time
points for the eight categorical variables.
These percents present a more -favorable

Table 10

OVERALL RELIABILITY AND RELIABILITY AS ifUNCilON OE DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES:

(CATEGORICAL VARIABLES)'

'1 Total Simple ''I 4 Ddta Collection Groups
Percent

Agreement

Cramer's

V
Percent Agreement

Mail Intervir*

\ Ethnic self-description 97.1 .67 96.4 992
Type of school 94.4 .83 93.3 97.0
Work activity 90.7 .75 89.4 f4.0
Job description 88.5 .83 86.9
Type of employer .76 88.4 85.7
fArital status 901.0 .71 90.9 88.0
EdiTtional expectations . 70.6 .59 71.0 669
Carder goals at 30 67.7 62.9 79.7

N 462 461 329

Difference betweenjubgroo percent egritements is significant at p <

2J

/
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RELIABILITY

/7.- -,N
* .11

.

".--OVERALL

Table 1

AND RELIABILITY
PROCEDURES: CONTI UOUS

A FUNCTION OF DATA_COLLECTION

VARIABLES

Description ' Total Sample (r)

pots Collodion Group

(r) Interview (r)

School attendance .97(453) .92 (320) :93(133)
School performance .81 (211) .7e (161) .89 (50 )
Date of employment .66 (2K) 64, (198) .7519Q )
Hours worked/week .81 (293) .7r 002) .90(91
Ntimbauf dependents M (448) 78C (318) 0430-

-Own income IF (369 .57b (252) .75 (117)
Spouse income .67 (2 .94c (132) 35196 )
Other incomiP .36 (2 ) .34 (124) .50.(97 1
Total income .74 (363) .70N247) .951116)
Self-esteem
Locus of control

.66 (454)

.711454)
.67 (324)
58k (324)

.60(130)
.

.73 (130)
Consumer behavior 1 .63 (455) .58'1(325) .75 (130),
'Consumer behavior 2 . .58 (454) 51C (324) .72 (130)
Consumer behavior 3 .50 (447) .50 (319) .52(128)
Plans: Working .77 (459) .79 (326) .71 (133)
Plans: Academic education .85 (459) `-.64-01326) .87 (133)
Plans: Other schooling .41 (459) .31C (326) .60 11331-
Kens: Militairy .86 (459) ..81c (3261 1.00 (133)
Plans: Homemaker .84 (459) .82°(326) '.89(133)
Plans: Other ,48(459) .4e (3281 .66(133)
Work 1 .56 (449) .55 (319) .581,130)
Work 2 .66 (447) .65,: (317) .69 (130)
Work 3 .54 (447) - .47u (317) .69 (130)
Work 4 -56 (44,11 .518 (311) .65(130)
Work goals .68.145) '.65 (327) .74 (130)
Community goals, .67 (457) .65 (327) .73 (130)
Firefly goals .1* '.6$(457) .68 (327) .68(130)

Numbers in.parentheses are sample sites. Numbers differ across variables due to respondent nonrespOnse.
t

Letters a, b, c, refer to significance levels for between-group comparisons of product-moment correlations a indicates p < .05, b
indicates p < .01, and c indicates p < .001 The significance of difference,s between correlations is based on a x2 test on Fisher log

transformations of the correlations.
;?,

picture than do the coefficients of associa-
tion.* Four of the categorical variables.,had

* This discrepancy results from the inhe ?ent
characteristics of these two statistics. Th
peicent agreement index is a measure of
agreement for the average respondent ignore
ing categories of response while Cramer's V
is related to the agreement, of the average
response category. Diffsences between the
two statistics 'indicate that some re,sponse`
categories are likely to be highly unreliable*
For _example, ethnic self-description had a
92,7 percent agreement index but a .67 co-
efficient of ,association. A closer examina-
tion of that crosstab table revealed that thk
major frequency categories of white and
nonwhite had high percent agreements but
the Category "blot Ascertained" had 0 per-

./

20

percents in the 90's: 97.2 percent for ethnic 444
self-descript4on; 94.4 percent for type of It

cent agreement. Each approach is legitimate
depending on the 'use; however, percent
agreement indices tend to-result in higher
values. In fact, a high\ percent agreement
could result from totallunreliabje data as
.theaSured by coefficients of association. ForFor
example, a high endorsempt rate for a
single response category on both testing
occasions imposes a high percent agrOement
overall. If, for example, 99 percent ,6f -the
respondents claim to have a dictionary-in

-the home, the test-retest percent agreement
mush be at least 98 percent. But if the over-
all agreement were 98 percent, a Po 'coeffi-
cient calculated on the same data would be- -
- .01.

26



# ..'

school attendel; 90:7 percent ftor WOrk status
and 80.0 terceat for marital itatus. diica-

+.'ional expectailots and career goals akthe age

6 .

l30 hid mtiallowerNinents1(70.6 and
7 percent, respectivelyti. V

1' t

1: Results: Content
_and Format

Some yariation'in the kreliabilities cari be
associated with a dimension of objectivity-
subjectivity.- AmOng thetotegorical variables
both indices .of:;reliabili (CramIes; V and
percent .agreament) show,t,that_ the, tvto most
subjective items/ (educational expectations
and career goals)`) ad the owestreilabilities
(Table 10); however, the percent agreenient
indices , provide'' the sharpest delineationib
between the subjective, and objective itams.lr.
Arnang the g7 variables handled

there
contin-

Otia,ol./ dichotomous measures there was a
la eilpegree of variation in the reliabilities.

"'mediae reliability of the five factually
its (Table .11) was higher than the

mea reli bility of the remaining subjective
items .81 versus .67) with only one factual
item (hours worked per week) pot `being
superior to 'the subjective items. Based on
these results one can assert that subjective
variables are per se generally less reliable than
variables with a 'factual bias. Onelinust. also
consider that a:ritAber of the subjective vari-
ables-are composites 'and thus have a higher .
reliability than the single items making up the
components of the 'composites. Thus, if cop:
rections'p were made for this factor,' the
factually oriented items would emerge as even
more reliable than the subjective items.

Systematic variations with other item
characteristics are not apparent. Seven of the
items are open-ended (job description, date of
employment,. hours worked per week, and the
four income items!). These items cluster
around'the median raliability, of .67. One item
(expected activity, in OctoV 1975) -was a
multiple re-apon item reqiffing respondents

"to circ1all of th
item had an o
about. .80;
correlations wI . of this item (.

'appropriate responses...This
rail median reliability of

er, two of the three lowest-
ssociated with components'
or noncollege educational

plans and .48 for miscellaneous plans). Items
embedded in skip patteftss (short form items

gi.

/

p

3, 4, 6,:and 7) wiiickt were all factual in nalwe
were neither' bet nor worse than factual
item's not so AO ed.

The ,the items (ethnic self-
descriptiminind of school attended, plans for
October 1975) ,Fluded a waste basket re-
sponse category railed "other.; The percent
agreement across the two time-points was
quite low in each case. Vhe variable "other
income" also manifested `° low teat-retest
correlation. Taken in conjunction, these
results would tend to indicate that the use of,
catchall or miscellaneous response'categorjes
does not provide reliable data.

2. Results: Data Collection
'we Procedures

Variation in reliability was also associated
With the mode df data colleeti 1 mail-in or
interview. Fifteen of the thirty, variables.
investigated showed significant often sub-
stantial differences- in reliability*a ktinbtion
of data collection. mode (Tables and 1).
Ohe difference rip o u se ' s income) strongly
favored the mail -in procedure, but this differ-
ence should not bt interpreted without refer-
ence to the sex by mode interadtion discussed
below. :the -remaining fourteen differences
favored the interview proceause. These differ-
ences cut across "the item characteristic differ-
enCes previously described, but most of them
were also involved in interaction with dther
respondent characteristics. Despite these
interactions, however, it seems fairly safe to
conclude that interview-obtained data is more
reliable than mail-in data. The previously
described 'relationship between respondent
charaCteristics and probability of being inter-
viewed would indicate "that substantial differ-
encei 4n data quality probably_ -exist, across
individilels both as a function of mode of data

_ collection (a direct effect) and as a function
. of respondent *characteristic's (an indirect

effect).

3. Restilti: !Variations Associated.
with Respondent Characteristics

`''"'Reliability variations as a ;unction of re-
spondent characteristic's will be- discussed ,

1'.ately foj the categorkcal variables andefilk4- 43
th4ontinuous variables.

,

.1

sagt

0

21 2 Z



4

if

I

Among the categoriCat variables there -

Were no differences associated with ethnicity
1, or SES and small differences associated with

and ability or their interactions with data
Election procedures.

Table 12 shows the percept agreement
tnaices for males and f for iM s overall and
within data collection'.mades. Overall, the-'11i
Comparisons indicate that females are more
reliable ,than males when the is a difference.
however, these differences emerges - primary
in the mail-in data collectiorPproceclfire.Toty
of the'five differences show that females AN
more reliable than males for the mail mode

.Ltth no_differences for-14 interview mode.

,
_ Among the three ability groups there was

only one overall difference (marital status,
Table 13), btit this is qualified by an'ability

-ITY mode interaction. There were three signifi-
cant differences among the ability groups for
the mall-in qUestionnaires and no`significant
differences among groups for interview-
collected data. All of the significant differ-
ences were of the same type:, lbw ability per-
sons were less reliable than either middle or
high ahility persons. The latter two groups
were generally comparable. ,

. For continubus variables, a quick glimpse
at Tables 14 through 17 indicates that a large
number a . differences exist among groups
differenfiated) on We basis of ,sex, ethnicity,

anal PEES, and thdir interaction with
data_ collection procedures. Only 4'of the 27.

.

a

items classified as continuous variables
showed no difference among any groups (con-
sumer cOi posite '3,. plans for education other
than colleg.4, and community anti family life
goal the fist- two of these, however, hags,

.diffeirences in reliability as a function of data
Tcollection procedures.

Altogether, 16 of the 27 variables (Table
14) handled 'as continuous or dichotomous
*a produced sex by data collection mode

skteractiohs and- an additional 2 items only
had an overall sex difference. Twelve items,
htiwever, manifested a difference in reliability
*between males and females when the data
collection procedure is ignored. The items for
which there Was no apparent. interaction
are: own' income (males substantially more
reliable than females), self-esteem, and lo s

of control (females le reliable than mites
For the remaining ;terns involving inter-
actions, differences occurred between males
and females within both data collection
procedures. Within the mail mode !per of the
different" in reliability favored males and
four favored females. Males mote reliably
reported total expected income, plani for
college, and military and homeniaking activ-
ities for the following ye-ar.--Females more reli-
ably rephrted whether or .not they were
attehdinglichnol, school performance the past
year, date of employment for their current
job, and for nonacademic schooling in
the subie nt year.

,
..

1 1s
.

Table 12

VEST- RETEST PERCENT AGREEMENT FOR SEX GROUPS: CATEGORICAL VARIABLES

Description

:...°

Mel Mode

Sox-Groups

letertiew Made

----Sex Groups

. AN Respondents

Sox Groupie*

Males Fpinsies Mules F1111111181 Males Females

Type of school .d., 88.9b 97.2 - 97.1 96.9 9)..41 97-.1

Work activity 84.3k 93.8 94.1 93.8 931
Job description ,..,: 81.0tr , 92.0 92.6 92.3 84.61
Type of emploic, . 8421
Educafinsel exiiettations 65.41 $ 77.8 70.6 63.1 67.0 73.9

/v--" N

.

'153 .

ei,
,

176 68 ' 65 221 241 -

-
Letters a, b, c, refer to significance levels for between-group comparisons of perpidiS1
.015,b indicates p < .01, and c indicates p < .001,

1.6

X22 2 8

Using a X3 statistic i indicates p <

Of

1
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TEST-RETEST PERCENT AGREEMENT FOR ABILITY GROUPS: CATEGORICAL VARIABLES
*

Oweription

Pal Mode
Ability Group!'

I rvievrIdode

Ability Groups
x All Respondents

Ability Groups

Low Midas High Middle High Lew Middle High

Job description' 78.08 93.0 83.9 94.7 . 8.7.8 100.0. 84.5 91.7 J5.7
Type of employer 81.48 92.2 93.5 89.5 80.5 75.0 84.4, 89.3 91.4

Marital Status 79.7b 92.2 95.2 94.7 95.1 100.6 85.68 92.9 95.7

N 59 128 62 38 8 ° 97 . 169

Letters a, b, c, refer to significance levels !or between-group comparisons of percent agreement using a X2 statistic: a indicates p
.05, b indicates p < .01, and c indicates p < .001.

i '

Within the interview mode,qive .differ-
ences favored males and three favored
female. Males more reliably reported date of
employment (teversing the relationship
observed in the mail mode), number of
dependents, spdfi's income, miscellaneous
plans, and were more reliable for consumer
composite 2. Fepales were more reliable on
hours worked per week, other income, and
wOlh composite 4.

These results cannot be easilytinterpreted,
but some May be dismissed.,In 'particular,
little meaning should be associated with
differences between males and females oh
plans Jot the military or plans for home-
making activities. In the former case, about
one percent pit the females indicated a likely
military involvement and in the latter around
one percent of the males indicated a likely
role as a homemaker.

The difference in reliability between
males and females on spouse's income in the
interview procedures is, however, interpret-
able. Females were gdnerally less reliable than
males in teporting their own expected income
and total expected income, perhaps indicating
that they are not as attuned to financial
matters as males. Consequently the highly
unreliable report of spouse's income in the
interview mode (r = .28) relative to the mail
mode (r = .91) could, irthicate themail
mode, the females requested this'ilormation
from their spouses (who were no(vailable in

the interview mode). One must also consider,
however, that females in the interview mode
very reliably reported other incomethe only
group across modes to do so.

In general, while arge iirber of reli-
ability differences be n male and females
do exist, they "do not -lend therpsehres to -a
comprehensive interpretation, nordo they
consistently favor jpe group over another.

Numerous alfferences (Table 15) in reli-
ability occurred betWeen whites and non-
whites. Nine differences (school attendance,

.number of dependents, own income, spou'se's
income, locus of control, military and home-
making plans, and work composites 1 and 3)
were interactive in nature (i.e., occurred only
under one data collection procedure) and four
differences occurred independent of data
collection mode (date of employment, other
iccome, total income, and self-esteemli Of the
20 significant differences in Table 15, 14
favored' nonwhites over whites, a finding not
indicated by prior research on the reliability
or validity of survey data (see review chapter).
five,..Of the. six differences for which whites
were more reliable than nonwhites occurred
on subjectively oriented data (selfresteem,
locus of control, and work composites 1 and
3)., By comparison, only 3 of the 14 differ-
ences favoring nonwhites were subjective in
nature (Military and homemaking plans).,

Of particular interest are the six white-
nonwhite differences in reliability,for income.
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Table 14 k

RELIAB1141TY1OR SEX GROUPS:, CONTINUOUS VARIABLES

e.

-.00
Description

41'

Mai Mode

Sox Groups

"

Interview Mode

Sex Groups

All Respondents

Sex Groups

Males

(r)
Females

(r)
Melts

(r)
Females.
_ (r)

Males
(r)

Females
(r)

School attn dance

Schoo) performance
..__

Date of employment

Hour: worked/week

No.-of dependents

Own income

t
Spouse income °

Other income

Tolipcome-

Self-esteern
_ . yd

Locus of cantraL.

Conyiner behavior 2

Plans: Working

Plans: Acadernic ethication

Plans: Military

Plans: Homemaking

Plans: Other

Wed' composite 4

29c

(149)

.684

(79)

v .51c

i(99)
,

.79

'\, (100)

.78

(14k)

#_.79c

(119)

.91

c (49)

.49

(52)

49 c

(114)

.60
ri

(151 )

4 -

:48

(151)
./.

.72b

(151)

.89k

(151)

c

irooc

(151)

.38

(151)

, .55

1147,1
-..

"

-.

-,

.95

(171)

.86

(82)

.87

(99)

.76

(102)

.76 ,

(170)

.42

(133)

.93

(83) '
.30

(72)

.64

(133)

.73

(173)

.....?'

.54

(173)
.
.85

(175)

.80

(175)

.57

(175)

.78

(175)

.48

_,.(175)

.

.93

(68)

.92

(28)

.94c

(50)

86c

It I) ti
'Se
(66)

.95c

(62)

..99c

(51)

30c

(53) -'-
A- .94 .

(82)

k .41a

(661'

-

.83b

(66)

.70

(68)

.87

(68)

-1.00

(68)

x

(68)

.8lb

(68)

.558

(66)

s .491

'05)

.86

(22)

.67

(40)

.99

(40)

.85

(64)

.56

(55)

.28

(45)

.91

' (44)

.96

(54)
rr

. .70

i64)

.60

(64)

.71

(65)

.88

(65)

1.00

(65)

.88

(65)

.57

(65)

.76

(64)

"
,

....

-

.901)

(217)

.75a

(107)

.61a

(149)

.81

11514

.85a

(214)

.85c

(181)

.95c

(100)

.35

(105)

.91c

-1176)

.56b

(217)

.66a

(217)

.62

(217)

.72b

(219)

..88b r

(219)

.88c

(219)

.82

( ;19)

.44 ,
- (219)

.55 if,
(213)

.94

(236)

.86

(104)

.75

(139)

.81

(142)

.78

(234)

.46

(188)

.62

(128)

.51

(116)

.67,

(187)

.72

(237)

.75

(237)

.56

(237)

.02

(240)

-782

(240)

.70

(240)

.81

(240)

.49

(240)

.56

(228)
.48

(164)
.. 4

Numbers in parentheses indicate sample sizes.

ear
Letters a, b. c, refer to significance levels for between-group comparisons of correlations: a indicates p < .05. b indicates p < .01.
and c indicates p < .001. The significance of differences.,lietween correlations is based on a x2 test on Fisher log transformationsof

the correlations.

,24. 30
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TAIL 15

RELIABILITY FOR ETHNIC GROUPS: CONTINUOUS VARIABLES'

Mad Mode

Ethnic Groups

White . Nonwhite
Ir) Ir)

ra

dr

Interview Mode AM Respondent

-Ethnic Groups Ethnic Groups

White
(r)

Nonwhite
1r)

White Nonwhite
Ir) ,

School attendance .92 .
.88b

.86 .93 .90
/

,(266) (54) (84) (49) (350) (103)

Date of employment(' .61b .84
.78c 38' s.81c .89

(164) (34) (621_," (28) (226) (62)

No. of independents .90 .95 .93

(267) (51) (82) . (48). (348) (991

Own income .60

(219)

.41

(33)

.88c

(76)

.93

( 41)

A .62

(295)

.70,-
(i4)

Spouse income .94 .90 .28c .995 .99

(116) (16) (60) (36) (176) (52).

-Other hiCome. E .68 .29c. .86 .30c .80

(108) (16) (59) (38) (167) (54)

Total income .72c_ .88

(288) (75)

Self-esteem .70b .52

(350) (104).

Locus of control .67 .69
b

.54 .71 .64

(268) 156) (82) . (48) (350) (10
Plans: Military .76c .92 1.00 1.00

(270) ' (56) (84) (49) J354) - (1ps)

Plans: Homemaking .83 .77
.80

.94 .84 .87

(270) (56) (84) (49) (354) (105)

Work composite 1 80-b .24 .64 .46 .61b .37

(265) (54) (821 (48) (347) (102)

Work composite 3' .47 -.46 .73a .56

(262) (55) (82) (48) (344) (103)

Numbers in parentheses indicate sample sizes.

Letters a, b, c, refer to significance levels for between-group comparisons of correlations: a indicates p < .05, b indicates p
end c indicates p < ,001 The significance of differences between correlations is based on a x2 test on Fisher log transformations of
the correlations. _

The greater reliability for nonwhites stands in
direct contradiction to other studies and is
internally contradictory yvabitity group
results (below) but supported by the observed
SES differences (below).

Some difference in reliability among the
three ability groups occurred on 18 of the 27.

continuous` variables {.(Table. 16); however,
there were 36 significant differences overall.
Of these, the lowest ability group was the
least reliable 30 times, and the highest ability
group was the least reliable only once (work-
ing plans). This large number of differences
occurred despite a substantially smaller

--"
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Tahle 1I 1111,

RELIABIUTY FOR ABILITY GROUPS: CONTINUOUS VARIABLES

Plans: Military

Work composite 1

School sttendanci

.

Mods Interview Mode

bility Groups_ Ability Gibups .

Low Middle High Low Middle High

(r) 1r) (r) . (r) (r) , (r)

,

.90 .92 .93 .82c 1.00 1.00

'156) 4125) NO (38) (41) (8) ;

School performance .558 .71 .86 -17° .90 .8t
(18) (56) (49) s (6) , (19): (7)

Date of employment .69c` -- .41 '''*37 .998c .90 .92

j3n (81) (35) (22) , (29) (6)

Horoworkedlweek .51° .83 .73 .71c .84 1.00

(33) (81) (37) 122) ' .131) 167°

No. of dependents .42c -4' .77 .92' .93
c .90 A '1.00

(54) 1126). (62) (37) (41) (8)

.Own income
.32c

.91 .92 .58c .98 .98

**(37) (102). (57) (32) '- (40) (7)
, .

Spouse inCome
.83c .98 ° .9; .1-6c 1.00 1`.00

A
(19) (51) (34) (28) 130) , (5)

Other income .66 .53 .38 .86c .26 -,,,,-. 1.00

, (17) (43) ' (36) (26)' 128) (5)
,

Total income . .29c .90 .96 .95 .97'. .99

(36) ' (100) (53) (32) '. (38) , (7) .

Self-esteem

5661;

,77 . .70 .., .66 ; .50
..

116428) (62) 137) 141) 18)

mu
.: Consumer behavior 2 , ' .25b :52 .70 1, .72 - .64 , .56

...
156) 1121) 162) 137). 141) (8) .

*
Plans: Working .758 - .87 1 .73 .55 .74 .74

(57) (128) '. (62) .138) (41) (8)

Plans: Academic education .89 .80 .80 , .82c .84 , 1.00

(57) (128) 162) 1381' (41) (8)

.88c -.84 1.00 1.00 -1-.1X1-- 1.00

(57) ,(128) (62) (38) (41) (9)

Plans: Ho king .48C .82, .85 .93. .94 .66

AMP .." .-, (57) (128) 162) I (38)- (41) (8) '
. t ..,

Plans: Other .6i.!) .35 ,65 '. .47 . x x

(571 , -(.128) -182) (38) i (41) (8)

- , - - -
_

Work composite 2 .498, .77 .77 .53 .37

(55) (123) -162) (37) (41) (8)

All Respondents .
Ability Groups

tow Middle High

(r) (r) (r)

.888. .94 .94

194) (166) (69) ,

.498 .78 .86

(24) (75) (5k)

.81c --53--.-- .96:f ' .4.

(54) ' (110) (41i

.56b 1041t .79

(55) (10. (43t

7Qc 1. :. , -.95

3t91) ' .0 i *el. (70)

A lc

(69)

_
.24c .9? .91

(47), (81) (39)

.68 .35 .42

143) (72) 141)

.38c .91 .96

(68) (138) (60)

.56 .64 .75

193) 1169) (70)

.46 .54 .68

193) (168) 170)

.67b .84 .73

(95) (169) (70)

.86 .81 ,83

(95) (169) (70)

.84C .88 1.00

' (95) (169) (70)

'.93 s .92

(142) (64)

.70c .90 .82

(95) (169) (70)

.508 -.33 .65

(95) (169) (70)

.358 .59 .58'

(94) (163) (70)

.61 .65 .74

(92) (164) (70)

Numbers in parentheses indicate sample sizes.

Letters a, b, c, refer to significancesievels for between-group comparisons of correlations: a indicates p < .05, b indicates p < .01,

and c indicates p < .001. The stiignsficance df)ditferences between correlations is based on a x2 test on Fisher log transformations of

the corildations.

inclicatei 0 varier':soon one or both questionnaires; Ann nq correlationelation was computed.

.
26
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_Taboo 17,

RELIA*11 FOR SES GROUPS: CONTINUO LL'' LES
=

Iniarview
SES Graepf -, vroups

. Description
Low Paddle dr /High
(r) irl 1r) ' Of

Oats of employment

. Vt- . Hoile worked/week

.

No:of dependents

Own income

Sgouie income

Other income

Total income

Locus of control
,

.1t.
Consumer behavior 1

Plans: Academic education

Plans: Military

Plans Homemaking

Plain : Other

....
'Work composite 1,

Work composite 3

Worlloals

.95c

(831

.80

(64)

.79c

(90)

.248.

176)

.89

(36)

.688

(36)

.35c

179 ,.,

.80
b

(96)

. 61

(95)--

.83

196)

84b

(96)

.85

(96)

.22b

(96)

.428

(91)

.44

(90)

.59

(971

'.51

(102)

.7Sie
(405)

.76

(158)

.91

(122)

.95

(70)

-,32

(60)

..11

( )

.65

(159)

56-
(160)

soa

(160).

.72

(160)

.82

(160)

.46

(160)
b.

.56

(159)

.44

(158)

.64

. (161)

i

t
-

.84

133)

.80

(33)''

.92

(69)

.97

(54)

.96

(26)

.29

128) -
.94

(56)

.54

(69)

. 54

(70)

.82

170)

.89

(70)

.80

(70)

.65

(70)

.72

(69)

.55

(69)

.73

169)

.986

(311

.93c

(30)

.86c

(48)

.97c

(45)

.9e .

(36)

.96c

438)

.99b

(43)

.70

(49)

.748

(40)

.85c

(50)

1 .ob

(50)

.86b

(50)

.81b

.150)

.57

(49),

.828

.149)

.88b 'A

149)

.94

(40)

.83

(45)

.99

(59)

(52)

.25

(43)

.30

(39)

.94

(54)

.77

(59)

/68
(59)

.81

(60)

1.00

(60)

.95

(60)

.48

160)

.50

(59)

.62

(59)

.59

(59)

'

.

,

.57'

(16)

.99 .

(16)--
.

.84

(20)

.91

. (20)

1.00.

(16)

.26

(19)

.91

119)

.70

(20)

.92

(20)

1.00

(21)

x 1

120-

.80

(21)

'x

(21)

.79

(20)

.47

(20)

.77

, (20)

,

. 64 ,f

_ ,(94).

-4; 52

' '(139)

..40c
(121)

.92c

(72)

..84c
(74)

.46c

(117)

.778

(145)

.66

(144)

.84

(146)

.88

(146)

.85

1146)

A48

(146)

.48b

(140)

.58

(139)

.70

(146)

.63

(49),

-4 /i .85

(150) (49)

.84 .89

1218) (89)

.77' .96 .

(174) (74)

' 58 .97

(113) (42)

.32 .24

(99) (47)

.94 .94

(171) (75)

.70 .58

(218) (89)

'.59 .66

(219) (90)

.82 .86

(220) 191)

.84 .89

(220) (91)

.85 . .80

(220) (91)

.45 .65

(220) (91)

:53 .74

(218) (89)

.50 .54

(217) (89)

.63- .74

(220) (89)

Numbers in parentheses indicate sample sizes,

Letters a, b, c, refer TO significance levels for between-groUp comparisons of correlations: a indicaudp < .0-5, b indicates p < .01,
and' c indicates p < .001. The significance of differences between corralatiOns it based on a X2 test on Fisher log transformations of
the correlations.

fir

X indicates 0 variance on one or both questionnaires; put' no correlation wes computed.
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sample sized to the lac)c of ability data on
126 subjects; and, in parti lar, ',significant
differences can -be noted among ability groups
in the interview response mode for as feud as

resjaoints (e.g.,- school perfokmance).
AphotigeTere are a few occeptionsla the
general Arend of reliability being ppsitively

'associated with ability, it seems reasonable for
conclude that low ability persons do not
provide data as reliable as that of middle ,or
highial-kiliiy- persons. This trend exists across
items characteristics -and data collection pro-

-cechires.

Among the more critical, differences are
the low reliabilities (for low ability persons)

for school performance (r =,.49), hours
worked per week and own income,
spouse's income, and total income (r's of :41,
.24, and .38). ;Taking thle data collection pro-
cedure into account, questionnaire
data for low ability persons is 'Particularly
unreliable for number of dependents (r = .42,),
own income (r = .32), total income fr = .29),
an consumer composite 2 (r = .25). In the
intbrview mode,- low ability persons were

e. unreliable on school performance (r = -.17)
and spouse -'s income (r = .16).

Table 17 provides data On SES differences
in reliability. Like the preceding results on
sex, ethnicity, and ability, there are many
differences which do not form a readily inter-
pretable picture. Most of the differences are
interactive with data collection procedures

* 'sometimes with striking results (e.g., on ovin
income, low SES persons are the least reliable
in the mail mode, r = .24, but the most reli-

----able in the intervievf mode, r .97). Table 17
indicates a total of 30 significant differ-
ences: 8 overaJ 9 in the mail-in mode, and
13 in Ahe interview mode. Ogg/ two of the'
eight overall differences (other income' and
work composite 1) ate apparently independ-
ent ot.the data 'collection procedure. Gener
ally, the least reliable group wgs the middle
SES

Reliabilities below .50 are numerous and
occur frequently on income data. Own
income and total income are quite unreliable
for the low 8E5 group overall and in the mail
mode. These results may of course be related
to the previously mentioned ability differ-
ences i1-:-Xieliability.

r Discussion

tThe vast arraof differences in reliability
ass iated with item and respondent charac-
ter tics, data collection-procedures, and inter-
ac ons among thesp factors prohibits any
sin lar, conclusion about the reliability of
NL data. 'While the average item (bf those
analyzea) is- reasonably reliable (median reli-
ability = .67) as measured by correlation
coefficients for cdntinuous or diffotomous
variables and by Cramer's V for categorical
-variables, the range is fairly broad. The high-
est to reliability was..92 (school
atte ), the only reliability coefficient in
the .90's. By cont -ftst, three' items had reli-
ability indices b6low .50: .36 for other in-
come, .41 for educational plans Other than
college and .48 for "other" mii#11aneous-
pgins. When respondent characteriatics and
data collection procedures are contidered the
range i4 mucb eater: various subgtirups had
reliabiliiies of .00 butthere were m*iy reli-
abilitiesthelo .50- (the lowest observed test-
retest cbrrela on was -.17 for low, ability
respondents on school performance collected
by interv\iew).

Based strictly on the ,total sample, fact-
ually, oriented items were substantially more
reliable than items dealing with expectations
and self - evaluations. This result is highly con- -

sistent with previous studies of survey ques-
tionnaire reliability (see review chapter) and
stands as the best substantiated conclusion of

ithis study.

1. Reliability as a Function
of Data Collection Procedure

Fairly clear differences also exist between
the reliability of interview anti re-
sponses. Interview data were, with only one
exception, as reliable or more reliable than
mail-in data. The single exception was fot
spouse's income; however, this excgtic11+
could well have been due to female's whOWI.
not well informed'about their husbands'itirn-
ings but who could seek Out auturate (or cop-
,sistent) results from their h bands

procedure. Alga, numerous inter-
actions with respondent characteristics qual-
ify the main results of interviews being more
reliable than mail-solicitecIrdata. Despite these
interactions, it seems,life to conclude that
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the interview procedure generally produces
more reliable data than mail-in procedure.

2. Reliability as a Function of
Respondent Characteristics

. Reliability also varii&meith respondent
characteristics;_howevsr, many of the differ-
enees-in reliability associated With respondent
characteristics were qualified by interactions
of respondent characteristics with data collec-
tionprocedures. Since many of the inter-

_ actions between respondent characteristics
and data collection procedures were not con-
sistent across items, it seems necessary to con-
clude that there is at least a three-way inter-
action (respOndent characteristics- by. data
collection made by item content).

Differences in reliability between males
and females exist but neither group was con-
sistently more reliable than the other. Males
were -more reliable than females for items
involving numerical judgments (e.g., income);
otherwise females generally, were more reli-
able than males. When males and females were

, compared-Within a data.collection procedure,
differences were more frequent but did not
consistently favors either group.

-The ethnic gup comperi4ons showed a
tendency fot\ nonwhites to be slightly more

than whites. The items, favoring non:
Whites involved factuallfbriented data (e.g.,
anticipated income, number of dependents,
date of employment) while j,b,ose favoring
whites Wore more subjective in nature (e.g.,
self-esteem, work factors). There was no tend-
ency -for the pattern of differences- to 'be
associated with data collection procedures.,
While it is comforting that there was no con-
sistent bias in reliability associated with
ethnic/racial groupings, this "finfling doe§ run
counter to previous research awl. deserves
further scrutiny. While test-retest question-

. , naire nonresponse was not associated at ca-
ventional statistical levels (p < .05) with any
comp on among demographic groups, there
lifts tendency folr whites to have _a higher

-re rate than nonwhites. If this trend has
been operating since base year and if it also
occurs at an item nonresponse level, the
current findings could be attributed to differ-
ent questionnaue-taking behaviors. That is, if
unreliable. nonwhite respondents tend to drop
out at a greater rate than reliable\ nonwhite

respondents' and whites in general, the current
results could be artifactual. Only an evalua-.
lion of questionnaire and item nonresponse
would provide the -necesgary data to resolve
this. {7,

The vast majority of Reins showed varia-
tion in reliability as a function_ of ability.
While there were a few minor exceptions (e.g.,
date of employment and other Income in the
interview mode), it seems safe to conclude
that low ability persons provide less reliable
data than middle or high ability respondents.
Generally, the high ability respondents were
more reliable. .

A large number of differences also _

occurred among STS groups, but unlike the
ability group differences the patttrn did not
consistently favor any single SES level. Some
items (e.g., date of employment) favored the
lowest SES groups, others (et., ;Amber of
dependents-interview mode) the middle SES
group, but most favored the highest SES
group. While there are numerous exceptions,
the overall trend was for the highest SES
group to be most reliable anti for the rhiddle
SES group to be least reliable.

It should be apparent that the association
of reliability with respondent characteristics
forms a complex and almost paradoxical
pattern. The general trend is of the least reli-
able respondents being low ability, middle
ISES, and White and the most reliable being
high ability, high SES, and nonwhite. The

rparadoxfcal nature of .these results is to be
found in the fact that nonwhites have lower
ability scores and SES indices than whites.
Thus one would expect that if high' ability
and high1 SES persons were generally most
reliable, so too would whites be more reliable
than nonwhites. UnfOrtunately, the already
smalheli.mple sizes prohibit any meaningful
carat:orison at a cross-classification level (e.g.,
ethnicity spy hbility b SES), particularly
when controlling for mode of data collection.

3., Integration -of. Results

On balance, it would appear that cOmPirc
multiway interactions are operating aiming
the demographic factOrs. These interactions
are further cOmplicatedby-rfrlteractions with
data collection procedus ittliditett character-
istics (particularly the objectivity-subjectivity,
dimension). Despite tile,- existence of these
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interactions, there are' fairly 'stro'nr-main'
effects, most- of which are supported_ by
previous research. These findings .in order of
strength of substantiation are:

.

, a. Factually oriented items are more reli-
_able than subjectivelyoriented

Interview collected data iS more reli-
able then'mail-in data;

c.
*.

Low ability respondents are lei reli-
able than middle or high ability re-4
spondenits;

d. Middle SES respondents are less reli-
t-able thanJ.ow or high. SES respond-

' ents;
Females are more reliable than -males
on nonquantitative items;

f. Nonwhites are more reliable than
whites;

g. Response categories with_an ambig-
uous referent (i.e., "oth,er") are
generally unreliable.

4. Interpretation and
Implications

The above conclusions are, of course,
qualified by

be
fre ent interactions and

they need to be in d withicaution due
to the unknown affec instrument and item
nonresponse biaSes. Genefalization of these
results to the .cntire NLS data base also needs
to be done with .care. While the reliability o

4 the aye& item included in the study was
respect (.67), there wag a lbt of venation.
This level of reliability crearly indicates that
the item or composite dati-- GA aot.totally
reliable and for some purposes,they axe not

. 1 r,
Y.
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_suffiCientlx reliable. For example, the overall
level of reliability is not sufficiently high for
path -analyses mut using a' liberal assumption
that if the reliability is in the .90's analytic
work ,may proceed. Similarly, construct' inter-
pretations of r oPrelations and regression

alyses and comparisons of effects among
va el s multiple glassification-grouris ail need
to be ne with cautionThe failure to obtain
significan relationships between dependent.
variables an dependent variables could be
due to an ac al absende of a relationship or
to poor data qu tY

The existence of .numerous and perhaps
complex interacti s among demographic
groups alone & data collection proce-
dures further complica s interpretation. For
many,,dilta analyses, on a subset of the NLS
sample is used. For exam , the investigation
of *ork activity and attitud s would generally
involve more unreliable. r ondents than
would in investigatiorr of postsecondary
editationand related factors. us, even if a
reseatcher used only those vane les included

this study, adequate estimates s reliability
for structural diodeling might not b available
if the subsample did not correspond o one of
the-demographic subgroups include in this
study. \

Generalization to the entire NLS sarriples
also complicated by the higher than usual
attrition rate for the short form. There could
be a further confound also if/the relatiohship
between demographic groups and data cqllec-
tiOn procedures differs for this sample versus
he entire NLS sample. Clearl3r, generaliza-

ns based solely on this study to the entire
S data base' can only be provisionally and

cautiously offered.



V. IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS

The review of available literature' on the
reliability of NLS type questions, respond-
ents, and data collection procedures generated
findings which are generally consistent with
those obtained in the reliability study. One of
the goals of this chapter is to integrate the
findings of the reliability` study with the eikist-
ing literature so that the quality of NLS data,
and survey research data in general, can be
better understtxid. Since a validity study was
not carned out, a comparison of validity con-
siderations_ cannot be similarly offered. Con-

.sequently, generalizations about validity can
sbnly be made from previous research. The
validity -results generally are in agreement
with the. findings on reliability; however,
some disccepancies do exist and require reso-
tution.

A. Reliability and Validity
as a Function of Item
Characteristics,

'The literature and reliability study are un-
equivoally consistent in the finding that
copternporapeous, objective, factually ori-
ented' item are more reliable than subjective,.
temporally remote, or ambiguous items. In
particular, the reliability study results indi-
cAted that the reliability of contemporaneous
factually based items was in the "-range
(.67 -.92) and the remaining items were in
the range (.36 - 86) While the level of rel.'
ability was perhaps lower than that, obtained
by van Es and Wilkerung (1970), Boiuch and
Creager (197 or Kyaser and Summers
(1973), toe ctiisistency of the findings is un-
ambiguous.

Boruch and Creager (1972) and van Es
and Wilkening (19/70) also foUnd that-items
with a future or retrospective onentation
were less reliable than contemporaneous
items. The reliability study indicated similar
findings, althou a comparison on this basis
was limited. Ot er dimensions of itenkoharac-
teristics genera y did not produce consistent
differences, b t the limited sampling of items
in the reliabi ity study could be responsible.

om the rature, however, even factually
0. one ite s differ in reliability depending

on the i rtance (Astm, 1965), with person-
ally ,impor terns being more 'reliable_ The

well detailed tables of Boruch and Creager
(1972) also indicate\that personally sensitive '\
items (e.g., income)are less reliable than \
other factually onented items. In the reli-
ability study the inco e items .were not
strictly factual since the required earnings

'for the current year; -ho ver, these items
weregenerally of low rehab,.

The validity results are sirhilarly consist-
ent. Both:Walsh (1467 and 1968) and Kyaser
and Summers (1973) found that \highly fact-
ually oriented items were more valid than less
factually oriented items. Of particular interest
are the Kyaser and Summers results on in-
come data; even corrected for attenuation due
to unreliability, proxy reports of income were
highly invalid.

The attitudinal and psychological van-
ables included in the sample were typically of
moderate reliability. Most of these variables,
either as items or composites, have no prior
history; hence their construct or predictive
validity is unknown. Although the results of
the study by Conger, Peng, and Dunteman
(1976) indicated a reasonable pattern of rela-
tionships for the self-esteem, locus of control,
and work, community, and family life goal
orientations, the relationships were generally
weak. Reviews of the validity of even highly
refined personality and psychological meas-
ures produce a similar result /cf. Fiske, 1974;
or Wiggins, 1972).

Based on the differences in reliability and
accuracy or construct validity as a function of
item content, research involving combinations
of- content needs to be done cautiously. Path
analyses or structural medels with incorrectly

',assumed reliability levels would generally
produce erroneous conclusions about the
relatIVe importance of these different kinds of
varla es. Even simple regreslion studies in-
volvin statements about constructs would a
pnon more likely to concludethat
factually nented constructs are more impor-
tint than bjectively based constructs;-ho W-

. ever, one c uld probably trust results which
. indicated the opposite pattern (e.g., Coleman

-et -al. (1966)\,\ who found locus of'control to
be the most portant predictor Qf college
-achievement among mmonty tersons).-
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Research focusipg on strictly ernjirical rela-
tioriships would, howevet, not be subject to
the same problems.

and-Validity as a
Function of Data Collection
Procedures

Data /collection procedures have- not been&
exhaustiVely ttudied as they bear on validity

-1*i-reliability. The prime studies by iValsh
(1967, 1968), and Carmen and.Fawler (1963)
-and the review, by Bortis (1970) indicate that
neither approach is consistently superior. The
Bprus review and the Cannel! and Fowler
study do, however, indicate some important
interactions. In particular, high ability and
high SES persons are less influenced by data .

collection procedures than low ability or low
SES persons. The latter groups are more
cooperative and produce more accurate or
valid data in the interview procedpre.

Both resea'rchers alsb found a content by
data collection procedure interaction. That is,
questiont which could be answered by con-
sulting records are more accurately, answered

In a mail-in procedure.

The results of the reliability study indi-
cated that' the interview procedure generally',
produced More reliable results with one Enajor
exception: the reporting of the spouse s in-
come: On this variable, however, thediscrep-
ancy Was resolved by noting that the lower
reliability in the interview procedure could be
attributed to women.-In the mail-in approach,
males and females were equally reliable and
were not different from males who were inter:
viewed. Apparently males need not consult
records in reporting.the wife's incottie bu the
females may have consulted their husban s or

\records in reporting the hi/band's income.
This muted_ state of affairs means that

ere is no singularly best pr edure. for
c lecting-reliable and valid survey data. Inter-
vie s would lose information on .,factual
arc al data and mail-in questionnaires amid
lose nformation oil other variables. 0 er
consi ratisms, such as response rates and c t

. should perhaps take precedence, particularly
if the r spondents ar heterogeneous on abil-\\
ity and S.

.
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C. Reliiitility_and Validity as a
Functioiiof Respondent
Characteristics.

Few of the studies reviewed looked \di-
rectly at reliability asa fund of respond-
ent, characteristics; however, most of the
studies on validity did consider' this as a
factor. The validity studies indicated that race

--i,aan important variable, witlf blacks pen ding
less accurate information than whites (BOrus
and Nestel, 1971; Kerckhoff, Mason; and
Poss, 1973; and Cohen and Orum, 1972).
Also, high SES respondents were' found to be
miire ,accurate than low SES respondents
(Borus and Nestel, 1971; Cohen and Orum,
1972; and Walsh and Burkhold ;1.970) .

%oruch and Creager (1972) _"found no
male-female differences in validity and Cohen
and Onr (1972) found differences, but
neither "group was consistently superior.
Ability was not directly investigated; how-
ever', persons with high obtained' ades or
higher educational levels produced ore valid
data than their counterparts (Bo ch and
Creager, 1972; and Borus and Nestel, 1971).

The reliability study had results generally
agreement with the validity review with

ne major exception: the role of race. The "---
t!alidity studies consisteistly demonstrated
that blacks provided less valid data than
?hites; however, the reliability study indi-
cate's a balanced set of differences with a

r2dency for nonwhites _to be more reliable
han whites. Unfortunately, possible Problems
n no,nresponse mteOin the reliability ptudy

!particular or in the sequential loss in span
i

exits over time could account or this iscrep-
ancy. Other alternatives are also posse e:, the ,

validity studies might 'have been bi d in
their critenon or sannple,t or, while lacks ,-
produce less valid da , erroralin \re once
might be consistent ov r tim. No---defi itive
statement can be offer at tine; ow-

'ever, a careful study of is pro b m tale y is
warranted. 1

? C
The remaining reliti nships bet een \re- ..

spondent characterist" and reliability or
validitY are consistent: o clpar edge ' I is
for either males or .fernal s, but a trend e is
of males producing`iligher quality data'

I
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financial of numerical questions. High ability
and high SES respondents are substantially
more reliaile and to a lesser extent mart
accurate than lower ability or tower SES

spondents.

These differences in reliability and valid-
ity as a function of race, sex, SES; and ability.
can have profound consequences for research.
In particular, generalizing results across, popV
lations-differing on resp*Ant characteristics ,

wzild be highly problematic. One could not,
for example, m reasonable estimates of
Measurement erro for structural modeling
purposes if the relia ility estimates came from
a population differi in ability level or SES.

imilarly, the pat coefficients of causal
odels could well 'vary 'with respondent

characteristics. in short, demographic vari-
les need to be considered not only q con-

tr I variables but also as moderator variables.

eliability and Validity as a
unction of Interactions Among

, Data Collection, and
esppndent Characteristics

e above 'discussion has generally
focus on main effects associated with item,
data collection, and respondent cha
istics. The literature review and the reliabili
study bath indicate that the factors interact:

Jr'

__

For example, the reliability study indicatea
that females unreliably report spouse's in-
come in an interview but are as reliable as
Males in the mail-in procedure. II'l a similar
fashion, Cannell and i4owler (1963) found
that mall-in questionnaires produce more
_valid data than- interviews if records can be
consulted. The existence of such interactio

o_be \ qualifiA, but also indicates that th d.,,t
not Only requkes that the main effects n

design of 'surveys and analyses based on
iey data should carefully consider the4''
content; data collection procedure, and re-
sponflent population. If the survey is directed
primarily at high abilit respondents,- the
method is Probably irrele knt; however, if the-
respondent population i CI low ability, intazig,...,
view procedures would more appropriate
unless the content emphasized data for which
records could be consulted. ,4 ".

Path analyses can apparently be safely
undertaken with factually oriented data.
(excluding income); on high ability or high
SES respondents, but otherwise structural
modeling with error of measurement esti-
mates based on /a similar population is re-
quired. Overall, the safest approach would be
to carry out reliability and .validity pilot
studies prior to' the main survey.. Only in this
way could the most approprip adjustments
be made. /

\ / .

N
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RESEARCH TRIANGLE- INSTITUTE
P O S T O F F I C E BOX 12194
RE SEARd H TRIANGLE PARK; NoR rt.+ CAROLINA 27709

,ENTER FOR lUCAT.OhAL RE.,FAHCH AV.. EVALJArlaN

pear Follow-Up Participant: -`

'We apprectate your completing_ the second follow-up questionnaire for the
National Longitudinal Study of the High School Class of 1972.. Your
cooperation greatly helps in the continuing effort to collect information
for planning better peOgrams to enhane.work and educational activities
of young people like yourself.

$

We are always trying to improve the questionnaire. One thing we wonder
about is whether a'question his.the same meaning to a person when asked
at different times. To determi;ne this, we have selected a few questions
from the second follow-up-questionnaire, which you have already completed,
and we are asking you to anver them again. The results of this study
will.. .help us improve futic questionnaires.

Please read carefu)lfy each question in the short questionnaire. It is
important that'you follow the directions for responding. Sometimes-you
are asked to fill in a blank--in these cases, simply write your respolie
-Where you are asked to circle a number, make a heavy circle. Here is In
example':

a..

Did you complete high school? 1
-'.

v.r (Circle one.)

No, still in high school
1

No, left high school without completing 2
, ...

Yes4, graduated

The Akre questionnaire will take only a.few minu of your tipe. When
*0 you complete the questionnaire, please seal it in t ostpaid envelope

provided and return itieb:

OPERATIONFOLLOW-UP
Research Tralpgle histitute
Post Office Box 12036
Rttstarch Triangle Park, North Carolina 21709

Thank you again for you help.

Sincer

.6
J. . Davis

RTI Project Directo/ r

JAD:fh
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NO AN Infennedein which would penult
Wen Whalen of the individual WO be h114

. In mkt eonikienee. wM WI used only tri
perms eneeped Is end for the purposes of
thirnevey, end wIll not be or
mimed to odium for Olge pompous.
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How de you describe yourself?
(Circle one.),

American Indian ., 1 '

Black orAfro:Amencan or.Negrr-o .2
Mexican-American or Chicano 3

Puertodican . . 4

Other Latin-American origin .. .

Oriental or Asian-American 6

White or Caucasian . 7

--Other 8

2. Oid you *Mind school in the first week of October 1974?

No . I GO TO Q. 5

Yes . 2 GO TO Q. 3'
*

3. What kind of-school is this?

(circle one.)
Vocational. trade, business.

or other career trainmg
gehool . 1

-Junior or community
- -college (two-year) . 2

Foiir-year college or univer-
sity . . 3

Other (describe 4
4

*
.0"

4. Which-of the following best describes how will you hays done in all of your coursework or program from October
1973 through October 1974? If your school(s) or program(s) do not use letter grades, please choosy the letter
grade tomes closest to describing your progress.

A

Mimi* one:)
Mostly A

About' half A and half B 2

Mostly B . 3

About half B and half C 4,

Mostly C 5

About half C and half Dr... 6

Mostly'D or below 7

S. Wen you working during the first week of October 1974?

Yes. full-time ...

Yes, part-time .

1 GO TO Q 9 4.

21 GO TO Q.6
3

4')
41 =

\



. ,..

`i. .

. .
6. Please describe WNW the job you beldturing the first week of, October 1974.1 0 you held mire than one job at

That time, describe Ow* one at which youVsorked the njost hours.)

a For whom did you wore (Name of company, business organization, or other employer)
(Write in)

b What kind of business or industry was this' (For example, retail shoe state. restatir-int, ett
(Write in )

e

c What kind.of job or occupvon did you have in this business Or industry' ( For xample2salesperson. _

waitress. secretarx. etc ) 7 v.-
..-.1- le

--7-Write ins) , - --7--

d What were your most frequent activities or duties on this job' 1For example. selfirig shoes, waiting on tables.
t>pinkond filing etc ) ,

+,

..-! \A rite in i it

e Were pii# . (Circle one.)

An employee of a PRIVATE company. bank, business, school, or individual working for
wages. salary, or commission?' . 1

A GOVERNMENT employee (Federal. State. county, or local institution or school) 2

Self-entployed in your OWN business. professional practice. or farm . 3
.Working WITHOUT PAY in farvly business or farm? 4'

f. When did you start working at this job' / ( month ) (year)

g Are you currently worlcog at this job'
Yes '
No 2 Date left (month) .(year)

-----7

,/
7. How Many hours dfd you usually work at thili jpb

. in an average week?
\ .

....,, , Hours per week

1. _What was-your marital sigh's as of the first Reek. f October 1974?
(Circle one.)

o.--e Never married. but plan to be married within ttk next 12
months .. :- r,- I

Never married, and don` plan to be married within the next
. 12 months 2

I Divorced widowed. separated 3
Marned ' 4

.1

9. Net including yourself, how many persons were
dependent upon yoy for more than one half of
their financial, Support as of the first week of --
October 1974. -. '

(Circle one.) :sk

. 1 ' 2 3 4 or More°
r

Imo

Ore

V
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IS. What is the best estimate of your income before taxes for ALL OF 4970 If you are marls/64, include your
spouse's income in the totalibut do not include

1 gifts. Please make an entry on each line, either a dollaramount, or if you wilt receiye noncome from a source *ng 1974, write in the word "none".

ti Amount Will Receive
Source

Your own wages. salaries. commissions. and net Income from a business
or farm..

$
'Your spouse's (husband or wife) wages, salaries, commissions, anal net in-

come from a business or farm
All other income you and your spouse will receive (Include interest.

dividends. rental property Income, public assistance. unemployment
compensation. cast fifts scholarships fellowship( etc )

TOTAL INCOME YOU AND YOUR SPOUSE WILLRECEIVE 1

11.

Ili

How do you feel about each of the following statements?
A

a I take a positive attitude toward myself
b Gpod luck is more important than hard

work for success
c I feel I area person of worth. on an equal

plane with others

I am able to do things as well as most
. other people

e Every time I try to get ahead. something
or somebody stops me

f Planning only makes a person unhappy
since plans hardly ever work out anyway

g People who accept, their condition in life are
happier than those who try to change things

h On the whole. I'm satisfied with myself

Afros
y

(Circle one

NM
2

2,

2

2

2.

2

2

2

number On each line.)

Dawn,
°._!_ Strongly

14%!`

S.

No
Opinion

I

I .

4.1

I

1

1

1

' '1 ,

3

3

3

.

3

3

3

3

0

,

4 .

4

4

4

4

4

4

5

. 5

5

5

5

5

5

5

12. What ways do you assure yourself of a good buy for year meney?
Telv-

(Circle one number on ditch line.)
Sometimes Nevera

b
I compare pnces and label information of similar products orservicgs
I return merchandise that is unsatisfactory o the store where I

1 2 3

bought it 4IR
1 2 3c I rely on brands or companies I know w II even if they cost more,
1 2 3d I follow leads in articles from einsurrier rts. Changing Times, or ,

e

other such magazines

I check a company's reputation with the Better ness Bureau pr
consumer protection agency before agreeing to an xpensive

1 . 3

f
service or repair .

I wnte to the manufacturer about the quality of the prod I'm
1 2 3

,unsatisfied . .4
1 I. 2 3.., .

,...., .
'4100,41". #1-4..,
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13, What do you expect to be doing in 05tohor 1975?
*1

.. .
as apply.)

Working for pay at a filt-time or part-time job
Taking;acatielnif courses et a two-or-four-year cal

Takinktfikational or technicl courses-at any' kind, ,School
or college tfor example. vocatiophl, trade, bits ess, "or,
other career training school) .- -..= 3

0i1actiwiuty in the Armed Forces for service academy) ' at

Homenr 5

Other (describe' i .. 6
.IP

14,- As things stand now,hoW far in school do you think you actually will gotl?

High school only

Voirational, trade. or

business school
Less 4414.two years.

Two years or more '

Go !lege program

(Circle ono.)

'.1

-3
some college (incfuding two-Yar deit,41-- ... ._ 4

Finished college (f4r, or five-yeai degree) . . 54,4--- .
Afaster's degree or equivalent ,. 6:.,

D . M Da: ot equiiralent . , 7

IS. How important is each of the following fittori in determining the kind ofwork you 'plan to be doing for most -of
your life?

; (Circle oho number on each line.)

- Very, .,. Important

,

...

ot-') ,

a Previous work.experience in the arej,
b Relative or friend in the same line of work

Job openings available in the occupation

. ...1 .

sr I'
. I

d ork matches a hobby invrest of mine 1

. :e Good income to start or within a lew years 1

f. Job sccunty and permanence .,.. . ..------' 1

' g Work that seems important and interesting to me 1

h Freedom to make my own decisions ..-", -1

1 Opportunity for promotion and advancement in the long run 1.- j ' Meeting and working with sociable, friendly people . . 1

li. How important is each of the following to you in your life? e 1

Somewhat , Net ,
Important Important

..... 2 .. .3

...2 , . '.3

. 2 ..3
2 ..... .3

.2 , . 3

2 ... 3

2 . 3

2 3'
2 .r. .3

2 3

.

(Circle one number on each hne.)
Very Sewiewhi! Not

Important Important - Important

41b,

a.

b.

c

d

ell

f
g

h

1 ,

j
k

.1-

Being successful in my line of work

Finding the right person to marry and having a happy family life
Having lots of money

Having'strong friendships

Being able to find steady work

Being a leader in my community

Being able to give mchildren better opportunities than I've had
Living close to parents and relatives

Getting away from this areh of the country 1

Working to correct social and economic inequalities

Having leisure time to enjoy my own interests
Having a good education

1

1.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

4`.\.4

44
4,3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 3

2 ' 3

2- 3 . l
2 . 3
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:. . i;, s
17. Whist kind of week-win you be doing when you are 36 yee'rs *IP (Circle the .mthit Canes closest to whet you

expect to Ipe 41eing. ) ,

(Circle ewe./,

X. CUSICAL such as bankrteller, bookkeeper. secretary, typiit mail carrier, ticket agent- ..'. . . 1

.-.

b. FTSMAN such as baker, automobile mechanic, machinig,L mnter, plumber, telephone in-
staffer. carpenter . :.,1 ,

2

e.

f.

h.

FARMER. FYiRM MANAGER . .

HOMEMAKER OR HOUSEWIFE ONLY

LABORER such as construction workercar washer, sanitary worker, farm laborer .

MANAGER. ADMINISTRATOR such as sales manager, office manager. school administrator.
buyer, restaurant manager. government official ..1 .

MILITARY such as career officer. enlisted man or woman in the Armed Forces
OPERATIVE such as meat cutter, assembler, machine operator. welder. taxicab, bus, or truck

driver, gas station attendant ,

1. PROFESSIO L such as accountant. artist, registered nurse. env librarian. writer.
social r, actor, actress. athlete, politician, but not including lic school teacher .' 9

!i PROFESSIONAL such as clergyman, dentist-, physician, lawyer, scientist. college teacher / 10
k, PROPRIETOR OR OWNER such as bwner of a smaltbusiness. Contractor, restaurant ownevr 11

I PROTECTIVE SERVICE such as detective, police officeror guard. sheriff, fire fighter 12_.
m SALES such as salesperson, advertising or insurance agent, real estate broker 13
n. SCHOOL TEACHER such as elementary or secondary .. . . .14e o SERVICE such as barber. beautician. practical nurse, private household worker, Janitor. waiter . ..15
p TECHNICAL such ,(draftsman, medical or dental technician, computer programmer .16

A. NOT WORKING . * . . 17

dr-)-

4

6

7

r

18. When did you compiete this questicnuieire7

(month} (day) (year)
41,

THANK YOU FOR YOVvit COOPERATION

THIS INFORMATION WILL BE KEPT IN STRICT CONFIDENCE AND WILL BE USED ONLY FOR FUTURE
FOLLOWUPS IN THE NATIONAL LONGITUDINAL STUDY OF THE HIGH SCHOOL CLASS OF 1972

49
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